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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 29, 1945

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoMMrTTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 312,
S?iqate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senator George (chairman), Walsh, Barkley, Byrd, Rad-
cliffe, Lucas, McMahon, Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Hawkes.

The CaamrMAN. The committee will please come to order.

I believe we invited the members of the Postwar Committee to sit
with us. If they come in, we will ask them to have seats and take
part in the hearing.

The hearing this morning is on S. 1274, and on the general subject
covered by that bill, which is a bill to amend the War Mobilization and
Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for an orderly transition from
a war to a peacetime economy through supplementation of unemploy-
ment compensation payable under State laws, and for other purposes.

(S. 1274 is a follows:) ] :

[S. 1274, 79th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for an
orderly transition from a war to a peacetime economy through suppliementation of
unemployment compensation payable under State laws, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Ntates
of America in Congres assembled, That the War Mobilization and Reconversion
églt of 1944 is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

e:

“TITLE VII—TEMPORARY RECONVERSION UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

“DEFINITIONS

“SE0. 701. When used in this title—

“(a) The term °‘reconversion period’ means the period (1) beginning with
:t’.hoe fgﬁ? Monday after the date of enactment of this title, and (2) ending June

“(b) The term ‘State’ includes the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii;

“(c) The term ‘compensation’ means cash benefits payable to individuals with
resx:iectt to their unemployment, exclusive of any payments with respect to de-
pendents;

_“(d) The term ‘State weekly benefit amount’ means the amount of compensa-
tion to which an individual is entitled (exclusive of any portion thereof payable
with respect to dependents) with respect to a week of total unemployment,
under the provisions of a State unemployment compensation law;

“(e) The term ‘adjusted weekly benefit amount’ means the sum of (1) the
State weekly benefit amount of an individual, and (2) any supplementary com-
pensation payable with respect to a week of total unemployment under an agree-
ment or regulation pursuant to this title. 1
N .
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“AGREDMENTS WITH STATES
“Spc. 702. (a) The Director {8 authorized on behalf of. the United States to

enter into agreements with any State, or with the unemployment compensation
agency of any State, under which such State agency will make, as agent of the
United Statgs, payments of compensation as authorized in this section with
respect to unemployment occurring in the reconversion period.

“(b) Any such agreement shall provide—

“(1) for supplementing the amount of compensation payable to any
individual during his benefit year in such amount that compensation will
not be denied to any individual, by reason of exhaustion of his benefit rights,
until he has been paid an amount of compensation equal to twenty-six times
his adjusted weekly benefit amount; and

“(2) for such payments as are necessary to provide compensation on the
basis of their adjusted weekly benefits amounts to individuals entitled to the
maximum State weekly benefit amount payable under the State unemployment
compensation law of any State in which such maximum State weekly benefit
amount is less than $25: Provided, That the adjusted weekly benefit amount
of each such individual shall be determined by an appropriate extension
(with a maximum adjusted benefit amount of $25) of the method used under
the State unemployment compensation law in determining the State weekly
benefits amounts of individuals entitled to less than the maximum State
weekly benefit amount ; and

“(8) for the payment of compensation to any individual who performed
services as a civilian in the employ of the Federal Government, including
any wholly owned instrumentality thereof, and to any individual who per-
formed services, in employment as defined in title IT of the Social Security
Act as an officer or member of the crew of a vessel, equal to the compensation
which would be payable to such individual under the District of Columbia
Unemployment Compensation Act, as amended (as supplemented under
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection), if such services had been
performed in the District of Columbia and had not been excluded from the
definition of employment in such Act; and

“(4) for the payment of compensation to any individual who performed
services in handling, drying, packing, processing, freezing, grading, storing,
or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier for transportation to
market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity, equal to the compensa-
tion which would be payable to such individual under the State unemployment
compensation law (as supplemented under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this
subsection) if such services had not been excluded from the definition of
employment in such law.

“(e¢) Any State which enters into an agreement to pay compensation in accord-

ance with subsection (a) of this section may include in its agreement provision
for—

“(1) payment of compensation to individuals on the basis of adjusted
weekly bepefit amounts which do not exceed $25 and do not exceed two-
thirds of the individual's previous weekly earnings, as defined and deter-
mined by the State unemployment compensation agency ;

“(2) payment of compensation to any class or classes of individuals who
would be entitled to compensation under the State unemployment compen-
sation law except for existing or prior exclusions from the definition of
employment in such law, or except for existing or prior limitations of cover-
age in such law based on the amount of pay roll or number of employees of,
or the duration or frequency of employment by, the employing unit, such
compensation to be in the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject
to the same conditions as are provided in such law (including payments
thereunder with respect to dependents), together with supplemental pay-
ments made in accordance with subsection (a) of this section.

“PAYMENTS BY THE DIRECTOR
“SEc. 703. If a State fails to enter into an agreement with the Director or

fails to make payments specified in section 702 (b), the Director, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by him, shall make payments fo individuals under
conditions, for period, and in amounts, substantially equivalent to payments
which would have been made to them from Federal funds had the State made
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payments under an agreement meeting, but not exceeding, the requirements of
such subsection. Final determinations by the Director of entitlement to such
payments shall be subject to review in court in the same manner and to the same
extent as is provided in title II of the Social Security Act, as amended, with
respect to decisions by the Social Security Board under such title.

“REDUCTIONS OP BENEFITS

“Spo. 704. Any agreement under this title shall provide that compensation.
otherwise payable to any individual under the State’s unemployment compen-
sation law will not be denied or reduced for any week by reason of any payment
made pursuant to such agreement or section 703 and that no compensation shall
be paid under such agreement on account of any employment or service which
may be the basis for payments under any Federal law providing unemployment
compensation.

“ADMINISTRATION

“SEc. 705. (a) Determination of entitlement to supplementary payments of
compensation made by a State unemployment compensation agency under an
agreement under this title shall be subject to review in the same manner and to
the same extent as determinations under the State unemployment compensation
law, and only in such manner and to such extent.

“(b) For the purpose of payments made to a State under title III of the Social
Security Act, as amended, the administration by the unemployment compensa-
tion agency of such State of an agreement under this title shall be deemed to
be a part of the administration of the State unemployment compensation law.

“PAYMENTS TO STATES

“SEc. 706. (a) Each State entering into an agreement under this title shall be
entitled to be paid an amount equal to the total of all supplementary payments
made in accordance with such agreement.

“(b) In making payments pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, there
shall be paid to the State, either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may
be determined by the Director, such sum as the Director estimates the State will
be entitled to receive under this title for each calendar quarter; reduced or
increased, as the case may be, by any sum by which the Director finds that his
estimates for any prior calendar quarter were greater or less than the amounts
which should have been paid to the State. The amount of such payments may
be determined by such statistical, sampling, or other method as may be agreed
upon by the Director and the State agency.

“(c) The Director shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury for payment to each State the sums payable to such State under this
section. The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or settlement by the
General Accounting Office, shall make payment, at the time or times fixed by the
Director, in accordance with such certification from the funds appropriated to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

“(d) All money paid to a State under this section shall be used solely for the
purposes for which it is paid ; and any money so paid which is not used for such
purposes shall be returned to the Treasury, upon termination of the agreement
or the reconverion period, whichever first occurs.

“(e) An agreement under this title may require any officer or employee of
the State certifying payments of disbursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or
otherwise participating in its performance, to give a surety bond to the United
States in such amount as the Director may deem necessary, and may provide for
the payment of the cost of such bond from appropriations for carrying out the
purposes of this Act.

“(f) No person designated by the Director, or designated pursuant to an
agreement under this title, as a certifying officer shall, in the absence of gross
negligerice or intent to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to the
Da‘yment of any compensation certified by him under this title.

‘(g) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent
to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to any payment by him
under this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer
designated as provided in subsection (e).

Sec. 707. The State unemployment compensation agency of each State shall
furnish to the Social Security Board, for the use of the Director, such informa-
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tion as the Director may find necessary in carrying out the provisions of this
title, and such information shall be deemed reports required by the Social
Security Board for the purposes of section 803 (a) (6) of the Social Security Act.

“TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCOCES

“Smc. 708. In order to facilitate the placement of unemployed workers in jobs
and to reduce the burden on communities and unemployment insurance funds,
the United States Employment Service is authorized to provide transportation,
including transportation of dependents and household effects, for civilian work-
ers who have been employed in activities essential to the war effort, from the
place of such employment to any place at which the United States Employment
Service certifies there are available suitable job opportunities: Provided, That
the cost of such transportation shall not exceed for any worker the amount
allowable for civilian employees of the several departments and independent
establishments of the Federal Government under the Standard Government
Travel Regulations upon transfer from one official station to another.”

SEc. 2. (a) Section 700 (a) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944
is amended by striking out the word “weeks” which occurs after the word
“fifty-two' and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “times his allowance
for a week of total unemployment,”.

(b) Section 900 of such Act is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 900. (a) The allowance for a week shall be—

“(1) $25, plus— _

“(2) $5 if the claimant has one or more dependents: less that part of
the wages payable to him for such week which is in excess of $3: Provided,
That where the allowance is not a multiple of $1, it shall be computed to
the next highest multiple of $1; and

“(b) As used in this section the term ‘dependent’ means any dependent as
defined in the Servicemen’s Dependents Allowance Act of 1942, as amended,
who, in the week for which an allowance is claimed, has not received $5 or more
either as wages, or as an allowance under this title, or under any Federal or
State unemployment or disability compensation law ;"

“(c¢) The Administrator may find an individual to be a dependent of the claim-
ant if the claimant has certified the facts required by the provisions of this
section.” .

(c) This section shall become effective with respect to unemployment which
occurs after the first Sunday of the first calendar month which begins after
the date of enactment of this Act.

The Cuamyman. Senator Kilgore, the author of the bill is present,

and, Senator, we will be very glad to have you proceed with your
statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARLEY M. KILGORE, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA

Senator Kmcore. Mr. Chairman, in appearing before the Senate
Committee on Finance today, I am speaking in behalf of the immediate
passage of S .1274 which was introduced by Senators Murray, Wagner,
Guffey, Thomas of Utah, Pepper, and myself in July 17,1945.

Senator BargrLey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest to the
Senator that I have read the bill, and it seems to me unnecessarily
involved and complicated in language. If you will simplify it, Senator
Kilgore, in your testimony I will appreciate it. I realize it is probably
drawn on the basis of the Social Security Act and involves a lot of
terminology that you will have to read the act to understand.

It seems to me, upon reading it, it can be vastly simplified so as to
make it a little more understandable.

Senator KiLcore. The handicap in drafting the bill was the back-
ground of the social-security law within which we had to stay, and for
that reason, wherever possible we had to use the language of the social-
security law, which I will admit is somewhat involved.



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 5

Senator BARKLEY. There are some parts of it that not only a Phila-
delphia lawyer but a Paducah lawyer could not understand.

The CraIlRMAN. All right, Senator, you may proceed.

Senator KrLgore. Since this bill embodies a program recommended
by President Truman on May 28, 1945, Mr. Chairman, I would like
permission to insert the President’s message at this point in the
committee record.

MEsSAGE FROM PRESIDENT TRUMAN—COVERAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT
CoMPENBATION DuURING PosTwaAR TRaANsITION PERIOD

May 28, 1946

The PrEsIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States, which will be read.
The Chief Clerk read as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Congress and the executive branch of the Government have already
moved to prepare the country for the difficult economic adjustments which the
Nation will face during the transition from war to peace.

First. The Congress has created the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version to coordinate the reconversion activities of all Federal agencies, and that
Office has established basic reconversion policies.

Second. Specific laws have been enacted by the Congress setting forth the
policies and providing the administrative machinery for contract termination,
plant clearance, financial aid to business, and the disposition of surplus properfy.

Third. Our military and civilian agencies have prepared themselves to expedite
industrial reconversion and reemployment.

Fourth. As part of an over-all program for returning veterans the GI bill of
rights provides ‘‘readjustment allowances,”’ weekly cash benefits to veterans until
they are able to obtain jobs.

Fifth. Congress has permitted business to carry back postwar losses against
excess-profits-tax payments during the reconversion period.

Sixth. Congress has established support prices for agricultural products so
that farmers will be protected against a postwar collapse of income.

There remains however, a major gap in our reconversion program: the lack of
adequate benefits for workers temporarily unemployed during the transition from
war to peace. I urge the Congress to close this gap.

I am confident that, with appropriate measures, we can avoid large-scale and
lengthy unemployment during the transition period. However, some temporary
unemployment is unavoidable, particularly when total demobilization becomes
possible. Even if reconversion proceeds rapidly, no amount of planning can make
jobs immediately available for all displaced personnel. We must provide maxi-
mum security to those who have given so fully of themselves on the fighting and
production fronts. The transition from war to peace is part and parcel of the
war and we cannot shirk our obligation to those temporarily unemployed through
no fault of their own.

To produce what is needed for the Pacific war we must appeal to the workers
to accept and remain in jobs which they ultimately must lose when munitions
production ceases. The Government has thus incurred a moral obligation to these
workers and to those who have stuck faithfully to their posts in the past.

To fulfill this obligation; we must rely prineipally upon our existing system of
gnfemtployment insurance. However, the existing State laws embrace three major

efects:

First. Only about 30,000,000 of our 43,000,000 nonagricultural workers are pro-
tected by unemployment insurance. The absence of protection for Federal Gov-
érnment employees—in navy yards, arsenals, and Government offices—is par-
ticularly inequitable, since these workers are subject to risks of unemployment
similar t9 the risks of those who work for private employers. Lack of protec-
tion for employees of small establishments and for maritime workers also con-
stitutes a serious shortcoming in the present programs.

Second. The weekly benefit payments provided under many of the State laws
are inadequate to maintain purchasing power and to provide a reasonable measure
of economic security for the workers. Most States fix & maximum rate of $15 to
$18 a week. This is clearly inadequate to protect unemployed workers against
- Tuthless cuts in living standards, particularly if they have families,

-
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Third. The length of time for which benefits are paid is too short. In nearly
one-third of the States, no worker can receive more than 16 weeks of benefits in
any year, and many workers do not qualify even for this length of time.

Therefore, I recommend specifically that Congress take emergeney action to
widen the coverage of unemployment compensation and to increase the amount
and duration of benefits, at least for the duration of the present emergency period
of reconversion. Basically, this can be accomplished only by amending the Social
Security Act so as to induce State laws to provide more adequately for anyone
who is unemployed.

To be sure, the States have large sums in the unemployment fund. But,
since changes of State laws cannot be effected overnight, I propose that the Con-
gress, during this emergency period, extend the coverage of unemployment com-
pensation to include Federal employees, maritime workers, and other workers
not now insured. Moreover, I see no feasible way to make benefits payable to
such workers, unless they are financed entirely by the Federal Government during
tll:e resent emergency. The benefits should appropriately be administered by
the tes.

I also recommend that Congress provide, through supplementary Federal
emergency benefit payments, minimum standards for the weekly rate and dura-
tion of unemployment benefits. Every eligible worker should be entitled to 26
weeks of benefits in any one year, if his unemployment continues that long. The
maximum payment, at least for the worker who has dependents, should be raised
from present levels to not less than $25 per week. In this connection, Congress
will no doubt wish to reexamine the readjustment allowance provisions of the GI
bill of rights. All payments should be made through the existing unemployment
compensation machinery of the several States, just as payments to veterans are
now made. ‘

These provisions are essential for the orderly reconversion of our wartime
ecdnomy to peacetime production. They are badly needed for the duration of
the reconversion period.

Decent unemployment benefits would serve as a bulwark against postwar
deflation. By assuring workers of a definite income for a definite period of time,
.Congress will help materially to prevent a sharp decline in consumer expenditures
which might otherwise result in a downward spiral of consumption and produc-
tion. Adequate unemployment insurance is an indispensable form of prosperity
insurance.

Congress will soon deal with the broader question of extending, expanding,
and improving our social-security program, of which unemployment insurance is
a part. Although such improvement is fundamental, congressional deliberations
on the broad issues will take time. On the specific issue of unemployment
benefits, we may not have time available. We are already entering the first
phase of reconversion ; we must be prepared immediately for the far larger problems
of manpower displacement which will come with the end of the war in the Pacific.

1 earnestly hope, therefore, that the appropriate committees of Congress will
undertake immediate consideration of the emergency problem.

HARRrY S. TRUMAN.

Mr. Chairman, my testimony will be limited to a general discussion
of the need for S. 1274 and its principal provisions. Certain of the
executive agencies, notably the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version, the Social Security Board, and War Manpower Commission
have at my request, furnished me with selected technical data pertinent
to the bill. With your permission I would like to offer these data as
well as certain special analyses as a series of exhibits to be included as
part of my testimony. I shall not undertake to go into technical
details of administration or statistics since I am sure you will be
calling on Government and private experts for this purpose.

Mr. Chairman, the Chairman of the Social Security Board stated
that he would be glad to discuss the technical and administrative de-
tails of the bill with the committee, and various other officials of Gov-
ernment departments may go into the technical details. I do not
care to burden the committee this morning by going into the technical
and administrative details. I will go chiefly into the question of the
need for the bill. :
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IMPENDING RECONVERSION UNEMPLOYMENT

The readjustment ¥eriod follbwing the end of the Japanese war in-
volves a major job o shiftinﬁ to peacetime production following the
cut-backs in war contracts. ost inevitably this means temporary
interruptions in business and employment. No matter how fast the
reconversion is achieved, there is likely to be a Feriod of a year or more
during which production will continually fail to absorb a large part
of the Nation’s labor force.

For labor this means a severe shock. Millions of lay-offs are occur-
ring in munitions industries as well as in the subsidiary industries.

According to one set of estimates prepared by the War Manpower
Commission unemployment will reach a peak of approximately 815
million by December 1946 and by July 1947 will still be above 714
million.

Those figures are included in exhibit Ia which I am filing with this
statement.

Whatever one’s individual idea may be of the size of the unemploy-
ment during the next 2 years it is clear that we are faced with stu-
pendous reemployment problems. Munitions production will decline
from their 1314 billion dollar level under 2 billion in less than a year.
(See exhibit Ib.)

Government war expenditures which skyrocketed from a billion
dollars a year in 1939 to about eighty-five billion in 1944 (see exhibit
Ic) will within the coming 2-year period fall to a few billion dol-
lars. Looked at from the human viewpoint some 9,000,000 servicemen
will be returning to civilian life and will find themselves part of a
labor force which has been expanded by roughly 11,000,000 persons
during the war period or from 5214 million in 1939 to 6314 million in
1945. (See exhibit Id.) In addition to 9,000,000 veterans who will
seek reemployment there will possibly be an equal number.of laid off
in munitions industries as well as in the service industries attached to
war-swollen production areas.

In certain sections of the country which have been devoted almost
entirely to munitions production, new “depressed areas” will develop
in which business becomes practically nonexistent and unemployment
almost complete. The returning war veterans, nearly all of them
seeking jobs, are adding more labor to a wartime-inflated labor force.

It is true that in addition to the normal growth of the labor force by
about 3 to 4 million some 6 to 7 million workers entered the labor
market during the war emergency.

Of course, many wartime emergency workers are retiring from the
labor market after the war. At least half a million persons beyond
age 65 can reasonably be expected to drop out of the labor market
after the strenuous years of war production. Many of the 600,000
servicemen’s wives will undoubtedly become homemakers exclusively,
although they may stay in the labor market temporarily until their
soldier husbands find satisfactory peacetime jobs. l\gan of the
younger workers under age 20 will decide to return to school in order
to complete their training or education.

On the other hand, a very large proportion of the handicapped and
marginal workers are going to cling tenaciously to their newly won
status of self-support. It will be a bitter experience for many of them
If they find themselves pushed out of the labor market by a shortage



8 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

of jobs. Comparable with this group may be some hundreds of thou-
sands of veterans who have suffered war injuries of one kind or another
and who will require special placement and employment opportunities
after the war. Probably many of the older married women will also
want to remain in the labor market indefinitely. These women are
available for work; many have proved highly satisfactory employees
]lln wartime; and most of them do not have a full-time job in the
ome.

This i1s why reconversion unemployment occurring soon after the
end of the Pacific war will cause such a shock to the economy. If
business in the next year should fall to the level of March 1939, with
only 43,000,000 jobs at fprewar weekly hours, but with 57,000,000 job
seekers after allowing for men in the armed forces, the resulting in-
security and unemployment-can best be left to the imagination. There
would be such a scramble for jobs and such cutthroat competition on
the part of veterans, war workers, young workers, old workers, men
workers and women workers, white workers and colored workers, that
thé general safety and stability of tht Nation might be endangered.
If there is one thing certain after this war, it is that we cannot afford
to go back to prewar employment levels, wages, earnings, and in-
comes. The first and most vital postwar problem which faces us
1s how to insure that we do not fall back to that level.

The creation of full employment for many millions is a task of
substituting a tremendous consumer market for the huge war pur-
chases of the Federal Government. Unless thriving construction and
consumers goods industries replace munitions industries, full employ-
ment will not be achieved. Unemployment compensation is only one
small part of a large program to provide for full production, full
employment and full consumer purchasing power: A program em-
boci)ying the 1deas of some of my coleagues and myself is contained in

exhibit II1.
WHY EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LEGISLATION ?

Unemployment benefits were designed as a form of monetary relief.
It is a stopgap bolstering consumer purchasing power of the unem-
ployed, alleviating individual hardships until the economic system
can provide jobs for able and will willing workers.

The basic monetary protection required by all types and classes
of workers during a violent transition period of the type we are de-
scribing is unemployment benefits, adequate both in duration and
amount ‘to tide the workers over their readjustment. Those benefits
should be paid promptly, after a short waiting period, to persons who
are unemployed. In this way all workers, whether unemployed or
not, will have a sense of security and consciousness of a resource which
will support the family’s income while necessary industrial changes
are taking place. . .

We now have a system of unemployment benefits but this system is
inadequate even on an emergency basis. The President in his message
of May 28, pointed out that it was defective in coverage, size of benefits
paid, and duration. S. 1274 seeks to correct these defects on an emer-
gency basis, make comparable improvements in the GI bill of rights
and 1n addition to provide emergency reemployment travel allowances.
A detailed summary of its provisions is contained in exhibit IIL.
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Mr. Chairman, I have just returned from one of the hottest spots
in the employment set-up, I believe even hotter than Detroit, Senator
Vandenberg, and that was the west coast, which until now, has never
been an industrial section, and where they have a high concentration
of airplane factories and shipyards, and the cut-backs in that area
are causing very severe dislocations.

For example, in the State of Washington, the Unemployment Com-
ensation Commissioner—and, incidentally in that State they have a
aw which provides for the identical payments contained in this bill—

has been busily engaged for some time in setting up places for regis-
tration of these workers in high-school auditoriums and in armories
where*armories are available in these industrial centers where they
are being laid off by the thousands on no notice at all.

We are also faced with this problem, I think, as has happened to me
several times recently : Owners of plants and workers have come and
requested that we continue the wartime contracts, to keep from causing
too much suffering. Well, we cannot go ahead and make munitions
cheaper if we do this.

Incidentally, the laws, as Senator Vandenberg commented before
we started the session, have changed materially in a number of States.
I have prepared a chart which shows the present status of those laws,
and I have furnished the members of the committee with the chart as
an exhibit, and prepared a chart as an exhibit which shows the changes
since you last considered the question of unemployment compensation,
changes that have taken place in the various States, by State.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I hold no brief for this bi{l as a solution to
many problems of unemployment compensation. It is designed solely
to meet a few simple aspects of the broad and complicated problem of
unemployment compensation. It only expands the present system on
an emergency level in order to meet pressing reconversion needs. -

The principles of the present system remain unchanged by the bill.
The bill does not —

1. Give $25 every Thursday to everyone. An applicant must be
able to and available for work as now required under State law, and
must have earned wages high enough so that the percentage rate
yields at least this figure. :

2. It does not federalize unemployment compensation.

Senator Hawges. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Senator Kilgore how
long qbll)e;-iod of employment is equivalent to $25 a week before he
1s ehigible

Senator Km.core. Under most State laws, it is based upon a high
qutarter’s earnings in a base period. It follows the social-security
set-up.

Senator Hawkes. You mean it is based upon a 8-months’ prior
period of employment ?

Senator Kmaore. Yes.

Senator HaAwkes. Thank you.

Senator KmLcore. Now the bill does not federalize unemployment
compensation. It leaves the administration in the hands of the
State, and it also leaves the expenditures of the administration, except
In certain mandatory classes, in the State. The State does not have
to pay it, except in certain mandatory classes, and it allows them to
administer the supplementary benefits if they so choose. In other
words, they may not choose to use any supplementary benefits. It
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also leaves in force, except in certain specific categories not now cov-
ered in any State, the terms and conditions under which unemploy-
ment compensation can be paid. ~

Senator VANDENBERG. Senator, while it does not federalize unem-
ployment compensation, is there much doubt in your mind, if we
proceed to standardize rates across the country for the next 2 years,
that that system would continue thereafter ¢

Senator KmLaore. Yes; there is very serious doubt in my mind that
it would continue. I think what would probably hapf)en, Senator
 Vandenberg, would be that the States, of their own volition, would
tend to standardize their rates, and administer them by States. That
is one reason why we stayed completely out of any interferente with
the present State set-up, except to offer them supplementary assist-
ance in the bill, rather than endeavor to force, to thrust, it upon them.

Senator VANDENBERG. There is no incentive in this bill for the
States themselves to increase their own rates?

Senator KmLeore. No.

Senator VANDENBERG. It is quite the contrary. The State that has
not come up to what we might call an increase in level of unemploy-
ment compensation actually gets the cash advantage for its dereliction.

Senator KiLgore. You are absolutely right, Senator. I want to take
that up a-little later, what I think should be a suggested amendment
that should go in the bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. All right.

Senator Lucas. Do you discuss the mandatory cases?

Senator KiLcore. Yes; I am going to do that a little later.

Senator BareLEY. Before you get to that, you mentioned the fact
that the State can accept or not as 1t pleases.

Senator K1Lgore. As to its own covered people.

Senator BargLEY. In other words, if the State does refuse to enter
into this agreement provided for in the bill as to those that are covered
by its own laws, this bill does not apply so as to supplement what they

t.
geSenat:or Kncore. They do not have to accept it, if they do not want
it, and they, incidentally, do not have to raise their rates.

Senator BARELEY. Does the Federal Government proceed to g)ay the
difference directly in case there is no agreement at all, Senator?

Senator KrLgore. On certain mandatory classes and for all presently
covered workers it does. '

Senator BarkLEY. They are very limited though ¢

Senator KrLcore. It is limited to these groups. Now, it does not
take the place of permanent amendments to the unemployment com-
&)%nsation system which are now being studied by the Congress.

ere is no effort in the bill to amend the unenfployment-compensation
system as it now stands.

It does not correct many of the defects which the sponsors believe
exist in the present State unemployment compensation laws, such as
the harsh disqualification provisions and the inevitable inequities
which exist unsaer a State-by-State system. :

To put it very simply, the sponsors do not feel that there is time
enough, because of the pressing need for immediate action, to request
and ask for a com}élete overhauling of unemployment compensation
as a first action of Congress.

In other words, this is purely emergency legislation for a definite
period of 2 years.
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SIZE AND DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

It has been generally recognized that under an adequate unemploy-
ment insurance system benefits should be large enough to compensate
for a fair proportion of wage loss (50 to 75 percent) up to a reasonable
maximum and should be sufficient, without other public aid, to provide
minimum living needs.

The States started out with low maximum size of benefit and dura-
tion provisions. Despite liberalization of some State laws, the system
as a whole has failed to liberalize particularly in keeping with war
conditions.

Senator Hawkes. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Senator a question
right here?

The CuamrmaN. Yes, Senator Hawkes.

Senator HawgkEes. Are you going to discuss the eligibilities of the
individuals later on? If you are, I will not interrupt here. What I
have in mind 1s this. I have talked with a great many people who
are in favor of this law, and some who are opposed to it, and all of
them have in mind the question of whether the individual should have
the right to refuse one perfectly good job because he does not want to
take 1t, and yet come to the Government and have the Government
pay him unemployment compensation.

genator KngGore. As I stated before, on those technical things
which occur in the State, I prefer to wait until later and let one of
the experts who knows all the State laws take that up, because the
bill still leaves, except within the limited mandatory groups, the var-
lous requirements of the States in effect, as to whether or not a man
gets anything. In other words, it depends upon the law in effect in
the particular State involved, as to whether he is disqualified or not,
unless he comes within the mandatory classes.

Senator Hawgkes. That is perfectly agreeable to me, sir.

Senator BArRkLEY. The bill does not change the eligibility as de-
scribed in the State law?

Senator Kigore. That is right, as to the people covered by -the
State laws. '

Senator BarrLEY. Except in the mandatory cases.

Senator KrLoore. Except in the mandatory cases. It does not
change the eligibility qualification covered by the State laws.

The Caamman. On those not covered by the State laws, such as
the Government workers in arsenals, and so forth, you adopt the
District of Columbia system ?

Senator Kmaore. The District of Columbia qualification system
and disqualification system, that having been passed by the Congress
as the law governing the District.

We adopted that as probably the best example of how the thing
should be administered.

Senator RapcLirre. Senator Kilgore, following out what has just
been said, does the bill attempt to give any consideration to the fact
that many of the people have migrated again to different parts of the
country and some might prefer to stay in their new homes, and some
would like to go back to where they did live?

Senator KiLaore. Yes; or to go elsewhere where there is a job.

Senator RapcLirre. Does it attempt in any way to cover that field ¢

Senator KiLaore. Yes; it covers it by the transportation feature.

76876—45——2
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_ For instance, the complaint T ran into in California and Wash-
ington was the statement that, either directly or indirectly, a great
number of their migrants had been brought in to them at Govern-
ment expense. and a lot of them felt that those people who could not
find a job in California, and for whom there was no possibility of
building a job, that the Government, having brought them in there,
should also take the responsibility of helping them get out.

Senator RapcLirre. Let me ask vou this: Suppose a man moved
from one State to another in order to do more work, and there is no
opportunity for him in the place where he has been working but there
is an opportunity, a suitable opportunity, in the place where he did live;
in those cases the Government 1s willing to help in the matter of trans-
portation; is that right? .

Senator K1LGoRE. Yes.

Senator RapcLIFre. Suppose the individual does not want to go back;
suppose he prefers to stay where he has migrated, what would be the
effect in that case?

Senator Krcore. The effect would be that he would stay there with
the hopelessness of being able to get a job or get his unemployment
compensation.

Senator RabpcLiFre. You have unlimited discretion in that respect ?

Senator Krwcore. The bill does not force him to move. I do not
believe you could force him to move under the American system.

Senator Rapcuirre. I wondered if you had unlimited discretion.

Senator KiLcore. The last time we attempted to write a bill to do
that, we were charged with just about everything in the world on
the question of totalitarianism from that viewpoint. So, I do not
think there is any way to cure that.

Senator Lucas. If he remained, he still would be entitled to un-
employment compensation ?

Senator KiLcore. He might still be entitled to unemployment com-
pensation if he qualified under the State law.

Senator Lucas. Then he would be on his own. '

Senator KiLeore. Under the State regulation. In one place, in the
West, they have a ruling, for instance, 1f a man stays 4 weeks on un-
employment compensation and there is no job for him and no job in
prospect, and there are jobs elsewhere and he has refused to apl})ll_y
for the job or hold himself in readiness to accept emtployment, then his
richts are barred. I ran into that in one part in California or Oregon—
I %orget which it was. That is a question for local adjustment.

Senator BargLeY. Your bill does not provide for transportation
just to get him out of the State where he is but he has got to be headed
for a job; is that right ?

Senator KiLeore. There must be a prospect of employment at the
place to which he is going. i

Senator HAWKES. Senator, what does a prospect of employment
mean? Doesit mean a real opportunity for a job? ‘

Senator KILGorE. It means a real opportunity through the Employ-
ment Service.

Senator Hawxkes. In other words, it is actually a job. '

Senator Kmcogre. It is actually a job there that he could get, if he
could fill it.
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Senator VANDENBERG. Is there any substantial difference, Senator,
between that provision for migratory workers and the provision in the
bill as it passed the Senate ¢

Senator KiLgore. Yes, there are some differences.

Senator VANDENBERG. The Senate has already approved that general
principle. We collided with the House; isn’t that the fact?

Senator KRiLcore. This is a little closer drawn and does not allow as
much leeway as the other one did.

Senator VANDENBERG. In other words, if the Senate approved this
prov?ision in its own bill a year ago it ought to approve this provision
NOW

Senator KiLcore. That is right. It is a little more tightly drawn
in this bill than in the other one.

Senator VANDENBERG. I would like to clear my mind on this because
it is fundamental to the whole thing. Under your proposal you are
standardizing across the country a rate of compensation at $25. Let
me make a couple of comparisons. The average weekly wage of work-
ers covered by unemployment compensation in Arkansas is $26.99. In
California, it is $51.97. Now, let us take another comparison

Senator Kirgore. All right; wait just a second.

Senator VANDENBERG. Let me give you one more. In Michigan, it
is $55.18, and in Mississippi it is $21.91. My question is: Does your
bill ignore those differentials or do those differentials continue?

Senator KiLcore. Those differentials continue, because there are two
factors that govern the amount of compensation paid. If the State so
elects, he may receive not to exceed two-thirds of his average weekly
wage during the base period, but in no case to exceed $25. Take the
wage of $27 you refer to, that would mean an average compensation
of $18, you see, or two-thirds of the $27.

In other words, it does not boost the $27 man. He cannot get more
than two-thirds of his wage during the base period.

Senator VANDENBERG. So, as a matter of fact, the differential in ac-
tual wages remains?

Senator KiLcore. Oh, yes. \

1S.enator VanDENBERG. I think that is a very important thing to make
plain. :

Senator Kmcore. The differential remains, Senator, except for the
fact that there is a ceiling. He cannot get two-thirds of the $55 a
veek ; he can only get less tl%an one-half of 1t—he gets $25. That would
be his maximum. If the two-thirds would not equal $25, then he gets
$23 or whatever the figure may be.

Senator Warsm. If his wage was $45, two-thirds of that would be
$30, and he could get only $25.

Senator Kircore. He could get $25.

Senator RapcLirre. Senator Kilgore, we know there has been a
movement going on for a number of years from the rural districts,
especially from the farms, to the cities, and many people are insist-
Ing on living in the cities when there are no opportunities for em-
Ployment there and when they are fitted to work on the farms, they
having had experience doing that sort of work and also having
engaged in gainful occupations in rural districts. I realize this
1s a difficult matter to handle, but does this bill in any way dis-
courage that tendency?
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Senator Kmeore. This bill does-discourage that tendency, and it
grobably encour some of them to go back to the farm. Not

nding a job in the city they might decide to go back to the farm
where living is cheaper and eventually stay there. There is an in-
centive to get them back to their normal employment by sort of cush-
ioning the shift in the transition period by unemployment
compensation. .

Senator RapcLiFre. I realize the difficulty in many specific cases.
I think most people are agreed there could be a rather wholesome
readjustment in that respect, if it can be carried out.

Senator K1Lcore. The minute you start out with that everybody
will say, “Regimentation to the ‘nth’ degree.”

Senator McManmoN. The War Manpower Commission made the
estimate that there were 7,000,000 who changed their residences;
3,000,000 changed their residences in the State and 4,000,000 change(i
their residences from one State to another. Can you give an esti-
mate as to how many of them are in the three Pacific coast States?

Senator Kmcore. Here is a map, of which we will have enough
to go around, prepared by the Bureau of the Census, which shows
the migration increases, where the increase of population by migra-
tion has exceeded certain percentages, which I will furnish the com-
mittee. You will find in some portions of California, and also some
portions of Washington and Oregon, there have been increases of 15
or more percent by migration from the Eastern States into those
areas, whereas in tie East you will find great areas in which there
has ben a loss or decrease by migration in excess of 15 percent.

Senatt;r VanNDENBERG. What is the Michigan figure? Can you give
1t to me?

Senator Kmeore. The Michigan figure is given by areas all over
Michigan. You will be interested in this exhibit. It shows where
the increase has taken place, and I am furnishing you a complete
statement of the Bureau of the Census as one of the exhibits in con-
nection with this statment. It is based upon number of counties,
the counties in which there has been an increase and the population
changed. Now, the population change in counties of the United
States between 1940 and 1943 was over 15,000,000 up to 1943 (see
exhibit VIIIa), and it has increased vastly since then.

You asked, for instance, about the west coast States. The statis-
tics on the State of California show an in-migration of workers, not
population but actual workers, inexcess of 800,000 from other States,
as of—I believe it was March 1 this year, largely concentrated into
three areas, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego. The job
picture there, according to one set of statistics prepared by a profes-
sor of Leland Stanford University who had been detailed by the
Governor, as chairman of the committee, to study it, showed a jobless
population, including the men coming back from the service, of around
1,000,000 people that they could not at present find jobs for, unless
additional jobs could be obtained.

Senator thAHON. The census has adopted a polling technique
somewhat modeled after the Gallup Poll.

Senator Kmcore. You must realize in that migration, Senator
McMahon, you have got a tremendous military service migration.
In the State of California, for instance, it showed some 35,000 mi-
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grants from other States who were inducted into the services from
the State of California.

Senator MoMamoN. The census has adopted a polling technique
somewhat modeled after the Gallup Poll. Do you know whether or
not they have made any investigation by way of polling as to how
many of those people intend to remain in those States?

Senator KiLgore. Yes. I do not have the exact figures right now,
but in some places as much as 65 percent of them would like to re-
main. In California, for instance, and in Washi n, I think, as
much as 65 percent of them would like to remain. However, the ques-
tion of a job enters into that very strongly.

Senator BArkLEY. Let me ask you about this agricultural situation
now, which was Senator Radcliffe’s question.

Senator KrLaore. Yes.

Senator BARKLEY. Many thousand farm boys left the farm and went
into industrial centers to work in war plants. They did not own
farms, they lived with their parents, and if they were not drafted for
any reason they went into these war plants. Under the law of each
State they are required to attempt to get a job, if they are entitled
to be compensated for the failure to get one. Take a man who had
moved into Detroit, or into Louisville, or Chicago, or Seattle, from a
farm and has worked for a year or two in a war plant and he makes
an honest effort to get a job and he cannot get one, he would be entitled
to the compensation. Suppose he goes back to the farm, where he
came from, he does not get any pay particularly, he just helps the
family on the farm, does he still get compensation for the time that
he works on that farm?

Senator KrLeore. He might be classified as partially employed, be-
cause the migrant rule that they work under still applies and the
benefits accruing from Califorma, say, can be paid by Maryland.
Those benefits can follow him back, and if he is still honestly inter-
ested in a job and there are no jobs available, he can certainly get it,
or he can take part-time work and get a portion of his unemployment
compensation. ‘

Senator BArRkLEY. And if he happens to be a young man who has
left the farm to get what were supposed to be high wages during the
war period in war plants and he goes back to the farm without seeking
a j}?bg, he goes back there to stay, he is not entitled to compensation;
is he?

Senator KiLcore. If he does not seek a job, if he does not register for
employment and agree to accept a job when it is offered him and con-
tinue his registration, naturally he does not get the money.

Senator BArgrLEY. He would have to seek and fail to obtain work in
an industrial plant in order to enjoy the compensation ?

Senator KrLcore. That is right.

Senator BarkrLey. He coulf not go back home and work there and
get the compensation ¢ ' -

Senator Km.core. He can seek agricultural employment if he
wants to.

Senator Hawkes. He can seek any kind of employment ?

Senator KiLcore. He can seek any kind of employment and he is still
complym% with the law, provided that he comes within the class cov-
ered by the Stat¢ and provided he meets the requirements of that
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particular State, otherwise the requirements of the District of Colum-
bia hold on the other classes.

The Caa1rMAN. On that point, Senator, under all the State laws he
must go and register with an employment agency ¢

Senator KrLaore. Yes.

The CraAmRMAN. Some of the States, of course, require that he report
to that agency.

Senator KiLcore. Yes; at intervals.

The CEATRMAN. Report on the progress of his efforts to obtain work.

Senator Knugore. Yes; at weekly or biweekly intervals.

The Caamman. Under this bill, where is the registration to take
place? In his State, if he is under covered employment in his State ¢

Senator K1LGore. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Sup@pose he has gone to Detroit, will he just go out
and register in Detroit ¢

Senator Kmcore. He will register in Detroit, and then migrate back
to his own State and his benefits will be paid there, and he is then picked
up by the employment office in his own State because he has to rereg-
ister there.

The Cuamman. Suppose he registers in Detroit, and back in the
State where he came from there is reasonable work ?

Senator KiLcore. All right, he gets his classification back there, and
he registers for employment at that office in which there is work,

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose he does not want to go back there
Senator KiLcore. He does not have to.

The CuamrMmaN. Suppose the wages are not quite so high there and
he does not want to go back? ,

Senator KrLcore. He does not have to.

The CuammaN. He just stays where he is and registers, and if he
remains unemployed, he gets the full benefit that he is entitled to?

Senator KiLgore. That is right, he gets the full benefit that he is
entitled to.

Senator BargrLey. That would mean he would get the full benefits in
Detroit under the law under which he registers in Detroit although
there was a job back in Tennessee for him which he did not want ?

Senator KiLgore. That is right; a job commensurate with his skill.
You could not make a man who is a machinist take a job digging a
ditch and call it commensurate skill.

The CuamrMaN. What is suitable employment is covered by each
State ?

Senator KmLcore. Yes.

The CHARMAN. Certain standards are set.

Senator Kmcore. Yes.

The CHAalRMAN. At the same time if he has the election to register in
some place where high wages have prevailed and does not want to go
back to his own State although he 1s covered under the State system, I
don’t know what would happen. '

Senator BargLEY. The description “suitable” does not mean it has
just got to be something that suits the man himself.

Senator KiLaore. No, it means something he can do physically and
something that is suitable to the t pe of work for which he is trained.

Senator VANDENBERG. “Suitable” means more than that.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, the Postwar Committee on Economic Pol-
icy and Planning, through Dr. Jacobstein, has made a very brief an-
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alysis of the benefits and coverage. I think each Senator has it hefore
him, but I would like to call attention to it and ask you if it is substan-
tially the provision in your bill. I will read it—it is very brief :

The benefits under your bill, the bill before this committee, that is, the agree-
ment that the State {8 invited into, must provide a maximum adjusted benefit

amounting to $25 by the extension of the S8tate benefit formula, and the duration
of 26 times the adjusted weekly amount of a benefit year.

I suppose there is no question about that.

Senator Kircore. No.

The CrairmMaN. Dependency allowances provided in any particular
State not counted in State amount subject to adjustment."

Now, in a great many of the States the weekly payment is related to
the amount received while employed.

Senator KiLgore. That is right. ,

The CHAIRMAN. And in many States it is 50 percent of that.

Senator KiLgore. Yes.

The CHammMAN. The agreement may provide for raising weekly
benefit amounts to not more than two-thirds of the weekly wage pro-
vided for in this bill.

Senator KrLgore. Senator, it is still left up to the State.

The CHAIRMAN. That is an option?

Senator KiLgore. That is an option. It is left up to the States as to
how they want to administer it. -

The CrAIRMAN. Suppose, for instance, the State of Georgia allows
50 percént of prior earnings in the case of unemployment, it may, in
this agreement, if it wishes to, allow 6624 percent?

Senator KiLcore. It may do that, or it may stick to its 50 percent.

The Cuairman. I understand, however——

Senator Hawkes. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt there?

Is it conceivable that any State would choose to stay on a 50-percent
basis while other States go to 6624 percent?

The CrAIRMAN. I don’t know about that, Senator.

Senator BARKLEY. Not if the Federal Government is going to pay
the difference.

The CramrMaN. I don’t know. Some of the States might say,
“That is going to give us a troublesome problem and therefore we
will just stick to our present formula.” It depends very much on
how the State officials look at it.

With reference to the coverage, the agreement must also provide
anment to Federal civilian workers and to maritime workers. That

rings in your uncovered classes now. '

Senator KrLaore. Yes. :

The Cuarman. The basis of the amount of such compensation to
such workers is the District of Columbia law.

Senator KiLaore. That is correct.

The CuarMAN. That is also the case in your bill ¢

Senator KiLcore. That is right.

The CuairmaN. Payment to agricultural workers is based on the
State law provisions.

Senator KiLcore. That is right.

The Cuarrman. That also applies to processing workers?

Senator KiLcore. That isright. By the way, the bill follows exactly

Ehe definition of processing workers used in the social-security legisla-
lon.
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The CriairMaN. I understand that.

Now. there comes another optional clause with respect to coverage.
The agreement may provide for the extension of coverage to any
excluded service or employing units, if the State wishes to do that.

Senator KiLcore. That is right. In other words, it may take up
municipal, county, and State employees if it wants to.

Senator VANDENBERG. Before you leave that point, will you tell me
how your bill differs from the provisions in the Senate bill a year
ago for workers not presently covered by compensation laws?

Senator KirLcore. Of course, it differs in amounts and terms. There
are quite a few differences. It differs in the question of transportation,
when transportation can be furnished, because that other bill was
drawn with the idea that the Japanese war would probably last a year
longer, and we might probably have work in the West when we did
not have it in the East. There are quite a number of changes in that.

Senator VanpenBere. Does your bill cover workers who were not
covered by the Senate bill of a year ago?

Senator KrLcore. No, I do not think so. My recollection is it does
not cover anybody not covered by that bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. That was my recollection.

The CrAIRMAN. The maximum in the other bill, Senator Vanden-
bﬂlég, you recall was $20, and it was all put on a State basis.
enator VANDENBERG. Yes, I recall all that.

Senator Kncore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman, with re-
spect to the coverag agreement on KFederal civilian workers and

martime workers? Does the State have anything to do with that?
Senator Km.core. No.

The CrairMaN. Not now.

Senator Kmgore. The State does not have anything to do with
that. May I call the committee’s attention to one very vital thing
that has never been brought up, that is, on the Federal worker and
maritime worker? Had we paid unemployment compensation bene-
fits in the respective States for those workers, that would have been

aid by the Federal Government directly in the way of pay-roll tax.
gn other words, we would have already expended that money had
we had them covered.

May I give you an example from the West? -

There are in the State of Washington 65,000 Federal workers of
a temporary nature. Now, the reason they were not originally covered
was the fact that originally Federal workers were all under civil
service and they had their own working plans. That was the per-
manent personnel. Now, we were raised from a million—or a little
over a million Federal workers total at the outbreak of this war—
to 3,000,000. That 2,000,000 were put in service temporarily, and they,
of course, paid into their retirement funds amounts which they can
withdraw, gut it was put in purely on a temporary basis. They have
no job security of any kind. _

The CaarrMaN. That was for the duration and 6 months thereafter.

Senator KiLcoge. That was for the duration and 6 months, there-
after, that is all. ‘ .

The CaammaN. And unless, of course, they continue to pay into
the retirement fund for 5 years or more, they simply get their money
back, they get no retirement benefits.

i
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Senator Kircore. That is right, they get no retirement benefits at
all. We cover them in this, so we believe, in making it mandatory
in those classes we are simsly carrying out an obligation that we
;érobably should have provided for before, and at no expense to the

overnment. -

The CaarMAN. The Federal-civilian-worker category is intended
to include those temporary employees that have been put on by any
agency of the Government ?

Senator KiLaore. Yes.

The CaammaN. For instance, the Post Office.

Senator KmLaore. Yes.

The CHARMAN. In order to serve the temporary need during the
war.

Senator KiLgore. In order to serve the tem ora(li-y need during the
war, that is right. That applies to any other department of the
Government.

SeI%ator Lucas. That is a direct obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment

Senator KrLgore. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. ‘

Senator Lucas. That will be controlled by the Federal Government ¢

Senator Krgore. That is right, under the regulations which the
Congress placed in the District of Columbia.

Senator Lucas. The States will have nothing to do with that at all ¢

Senator KrLgore. The States will have nothing to do with it.

Senator Lucas. Does the bill provide that?

Senator Kimwaore. It can be administered in the State in which the
worker is located. The payments are in toto from the Federal Gov-
ernment and the regulations are-the regulations in the District of
Columbia.

Senator Liucas. Under the bill then the State will administer the
fund that is furnished by the Federal Government for these manda-
tory classes?

Senator KiLaore. If they so elect. If not, the Federal Government
will administer it through such agencies as it may designate.

Senator Lucas. The State government can accept that responsi-
bility and the Federal Government would be bound under the law to
follow whatever the State lays down with respect to furnishing funds
to these mandatory classes?

Senator Kmeore. Provided, of course, they have uniformity of
treatment, that they follow the law as laid down to govern unemploy-
ment compensation in the District of Columbia.

The Caamman. That is the maximum of $20, as I recollect it.

Senator Kreore. $20 for 20 weeks under the present modification.

Senator Byrp. What about the Federal employee that is entitled
to retirement ?

Senator Kiigore. He goes ahead and gets his retirement.

Senator Byro. He does not get his unemployment pay?

Senator KiLcere. Unless he is fired or laid off Ey reason of the
shutting down of the plant he is taken care of under his regular
retirement plan. .

Senator Byrp. He is not eligible for this?

Senator KiLgore. I believe he is if he is laid off.
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: %en&tor Byrp. What covers that? A great many may have to be
aid off. |

Mr. JacossTeIN. He would be covered under the bill.

Senator Kn.eore. He would be covered under the bill. He is not now
covered by anything. -

Senator BarkrLey. A large majority of the temporary employees
who have gone on the Government pay roll would not have accumulated
5 years’ contribution.

Senator Byrp. I am speaking of those who have accumulated 5 years,
for which the Federal Government contributes substantially to their
retirement fund. Does that particular employee come under this fund

Senator KiLcore, The permanent employee?

Senator Byrp. The permanent employee.

Senator KiLcore. Covering the period of a temporary lay-off, yes,
he can be covered under this,

Senator Byrp. Isthat right? Because the Government pays from 60
to 70 percent of the retirement fund.

Senator KmLcore. Unemployment compensation for an able-bodied
man not eligible for retirement is just the same as if he is a Federal
employee. '

Senator Byrp. Here is a question where the retirement fund is con-
tributed on the basis of 40-60, 40 percent by the employee and 60 per-
cent by the Government. If the Government pays on the basis of 60
percent on retirement when he leaves the service he will then get 6
months’ additional pay.

Senator K1LGore. Not if he retires.

Senator Byrp. Suppose he is laid off? He gets his retirement pay
whether he is laid off or not, if he is eligible for it.

Senator KiLcore. If he is eligible for retirement pay, that is credited
up against what he can draw.

Senator Byrp. A lot of the permanent employees will be laid off.

Senator Kircore. You will not find it in the bill. That is an admin-
istrative question, pure and simple. I do not get your point. If a
Government employee is eligible for retirement and takes his retire-
ment, naturally he cannot get anything else.

Senator Byrp. Well, it should be in the bill, should not it? He would
be unemployed in the sense he is out of a job.

Senator Kmcore. You must realize he has to credit any money he re-
ceives against the question of compensation.

Senator Byrp. Where is that in the bill?

Senator KiLeore. It is not in the bill. It is provided for in various
regulatiens. :

Senator Byrp. But this is a new feature. You have taken over the
Federal employees for unemployment payment. If you do that it
should be put into the bill, as to what it means.

Mr. JacorsTEIN. May I answer that, Senator?

Senator Kmncore. I wish you would.

Mr. JacoesTEIN. Since the Federal employees are going to be covered
now in accordance with the law of the District of Columbia, therefore,
if you want to know what is going to happen to the Federal employee
you have to read the District of Columbia law just as you would if you
want to know what is going to happen in Connecticut.

Senator Byrp. What would happen to an employee that was cov-
ered by the retirement fund ? '
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Mr. JacossTEIN. He would be regarded as any other employee. If
he is{g unemployed he makes application for unemployment compensa-
tion

Senator Byrp. In other words, he gets two payments, or payments
from two different sources?

Mr. JacorsTEIN. No; he gets one unemployment compensation.

Senator Byrp. But he is entitled to the retirement fund which has
been contributed to 60 percent by the Government.

The CuarMAN. I think what Senator Byrd has in mind is this:
Suppose you had a regular civil service employee who has worked
for 10 years and paid into the retirement fund, he is entitled to re-
ceive payment from that fund.

Senator KiLaore. When he has reached the age of 62.

The Cramman. He isentitled, under civil service, to get some pay-
ment from that fund.

Senator Kmcore. He must have reached the age of 62.

The CuarmanN. He would not get any retirement benefits when he
1s merely laid off ¢

Senator Kircore. No; he would not get any retirement payments if
he is merely laid off, until such time as he applies for retirement and
meets the qualifications for retirement. If he islaid off without apply-
ing for retirement he does not get the retirement pay but he is entitled
to the unemployment-compensation feature.

Senator Byrp. If he is severed from employment with the Govern-
ment for whatever reason he gets retirement pay, because he has con-
tributed to that retirement pay.

Senator Kircore. Only when he has reached a certain age and he
must be placed on the retirement list.

Senator Byrp. Is that man eligible then for this other fund ?

Senator KmLcore. Not if he has retired.

Mr. JacossTEIN. He takes himself out of the labor force.

Senator Byrp. He might not take himself out of the labor force.

Mr. JacoesTEIN. In other words, if he does not want to retire and
does not want to take himself out of the labor force, then, under the
laws of the District of Columbia, he applies for unemployment com-
pensation.

Senator Byro. And he can get it?

Mr. JacossTEIN. Yes.

Senator KiLcore. But not retirement pay, too.

Senator Byrp. Yes; he can. You cannot take his retirement pay
from him because he has contributed to that. He has given 5 percent
of his annual salary to it.

_ Senator Kircore. How can a man meet the requirements af apply-
Ing for a job and at the same time had retired from a job?

Senator Byrp. That is what I am asking you.

Senator Kircore. He cannot do it.

Senator Byrp. I know you cannot take the retired pay from him,
because that is a contract. ‘

Senator KiLaore. If he retires he gets the retired pay, but nothing
more than that.

tS.ena,tor Byrp. Such a person under this bill can get two compen-
sations. '

Senator Kiicore. I think the other laws prevent that.
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Mr. JaooBsTEIN. Senator Byrd, if a man is now working in the Fed-
eral Government and he says, “I want to retire,” that means he does
not want a job, and, so, he gets his retirement pay. °

_Senator RE. And under the rulings of the District of Colum-
bia, having said, “I don’t want a job”, he is not eligible for this money
because of that very statement.

Senator Byrp. That is not the answer you made before.

Mr. JacoBsTEIN. Yes. He has got to come to the employment office
and say, “I am out of work. I want a job.” '

Senator Byro. Suppose there is no job with the Federal Govern-
ment available for him ¢

Mr. JacoBsTEIN. And he is not retired ; then, he gets compensation.

Senator Byrp. Suppose a man retires, suppose he gets his retire-
ment &ay and then he wants to go back to work and applies for work
with the Federal Government and cannot get it ?

Mr. JacoesTEIN. Frankly, I do not know what would happen in
that kind of situation. I would have to reread the District of Co-
lumbia law, which has recently been modified.

Senator BareLEY. Let me ask you if this is not the situation: A
man reaches 62, he has been contributing anywhere from 5 to 20 years
or more into a fund which entitles him to retirement pay, when he does
retire he has earned that? That is something to which he is entitled ?

Senator Kcore. Yes.

Senator BarkrLey. Now, if he applies to some private institution
for work, feeling that he is still able to do something, and he fails
to get a Job in a private institution, he would continue to draw his
retiment pay which he has earned, but he would also draw compen-
sation unger this bill. .

Senator KiLcore. He would have no basis for it.

Mr. JacoesteiN. He would have no basis for it. .

Senator Hawkes. Suppose this man answered all the requirements
for retiring and retired, and actually got the job? You see, Senator
Barkley, you picture him as applying for a job and not getting it.
Supposing he actually got a job and held it for 4 months, then could
he draw his retirement pay from the Government and also put him-
self on the records for unemployment compensation and ask that
unemployment compensation be paid to him?

Senator BarkrLey. I do not think so. o

Senator Hawkes. How would you keep the man from doing it#

Senator BarkLEY. The law does not say so.

The CaammaN. The State laws take care of that. '

Senater KmLgore. The District of Columbia regulations-would keep
him from doing that. .

Sepator Hawxkes. If you are sure that is right, then, that answers
the purpose of my question. _

The CrHarman. I think you will find that State laws take care
of that kind of a situation. .

Senator re. In order to answer the other question that Sen-
ator Barkley raised, in order to go back into Federal employment,
we have had it happen right here in the Senate Office Building, men
who were retired and when they were needed they would come back
and go off retirement temporarily. You remember we had some con-
troversy about getting them back on retirement. They would work
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a while and then get retired again, men who were too old to work
ordinarily. . .

Senator Byrp. Could the gentleman to the right be given a mem-
orandum by the committee to look into that? '

Mr. JacossTEIN, I will look into that.

Senator Byrp. What is the cost that the passage of this bill would
place on the Federal Treasury? _

Senator Kmcore. There are all kinds of estimates, but the Social
Security furnished some estimates which run from $1,121,000;000 to
$1,941,000 as the cost of it. '

Senator Byrp. What is the maximum ¢

Senator Kmaore. Depending on the quantity of unemployment.

Senator Vanpensere. Those estimates do not include the trans-
portation of the migratory workers?

Senator KiLcore. No.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is there any estimate on that factor?

Senator KrLgore. No; there is not. The Social Security Board
say they are unable to make estimates on that at the present time.

Mr. JacoBsTEIN. Senator George, in that file I gave you, you have
estimates by the Social Security Board which runs the figure up to
$2,000,000,000 for the 23 months’ period. This bill covers 28 months.
The maximum unemployment, if you assume as high as 10,000,000
unemployment, the cost to the Federal Government would be $2,000,-
000,000. The Social Security Board provided me with an estimate
based on three assumptions: low unemployment, medium unemploy-
ment, and high unemployment. You will find that in the file I gave
vou. These are the gocial Security figures and not mine.

Senator VANDENBERG. That only covers part of the bill.

Mr. JacossTEIN. There are some figures not included in that figure,
because they could not estimate how much money would be expended
in travel allowances and how much the States would liberalize.

Senator BArRkLEY. The more the States liberalize the more it would
cost the Federal Government.
~ Mr. JacossTeIN. I mean liberalize in the sense of coverage, to take
n everybody.

Senator BArRgLEY. To bring the compensation up from $18 to $22
then the United States Government would put up only $3.

Mr. JacoesTeIN. That is right.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is my objection to the bill. There is
nothing in this bill that does that in its present form; is that right,
Senator Kilgore?

Senator KmLcore. What is that?

Senator VanpEnBERG. If the State is going to increase its own com-
pensation rate, there is nothing to cover that so long as the bill stands
in its present form ?

Senator KrLgore. That is correct, yes.

Senator VAnpENBERG. I understand you agree that the bill ought to
be changed.

Senator KILcore. So as to reward some States?

_ Senator VanpENBERG. To reward a State which has already done its
job.
Senator Krcore. Yes.

Slﬁnator VanpenBERG. Instead of penalizing it, as is the present
result. :
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Senator KrLeore. That is right.

Mr. JacoBsteIN. That would raise the cost further to the Federal
Government.

Senator Kircore. That is correct.

Senator BarLeY. If the State did not raise its own compensation,
so long as this Federal subsidy or supplementary appropriation is made
there would be considerable pressure on the State to raise its own com-
pensation.

Senator BYyrp. What is your estimate, Senator Kilgore?

Senator Kireore. The estimates I have here show up to June 1947.
From October 1945 to June 1946, on a high unemployment assump-
tion

Senator Byrp. What is the source of the estimate?

Senator Kngore. Social Security ; $805,400,000 for that period, and
Ofl(;gm July 1946 to June 1947, $1,135,600,000; or a total of $1,941,000,-

Senator Byep. How much unemployment is that based on ?

Mr. JacoBsTEIN. 10,000,000—at 1ts peak. '

Senator Kmaore. 10,000,000, at the high unemployment.

Senator BARKLEY. Under your bill, according to the figures here, the
low unemployment would be a total of $1,120,000,000, and high unem-
ployment $1,910,000,000. That includes both mandatory and volun-
tary features.

enator KrnLGore. Yes, that includes both mandatory and voluntary
features.

Senator Hawkes. That does not include transportation ¢

Senator KiLcore. That does not include transportation, no.

Senator BYrp. Does that take into consideration that the States may
liberalize their laws to take in additional employees?

Senator K1LGore. It takes in the laws as they are now in the States.

Senator Byep. I think the States are going to take advantage of this
fund, if it is coming from the Federal Government, to the fullest extent.

Senator KiLcore. I understood you to say that the States would
liberalize their own payments from their own funds. I say that is
taking into consideration that they would contribute then what they
are contributing now.

Senator Byrp. Can the States take in additional coverage, though?

Senator K1LGore. Yes.

Senator Byrp. For the low-employment period you have $1,120,-
OO0,00;) a year. What is that based on? On what unemployment

re?
ﬁggenator’ Kircore. On 10,000,000 unemployment.

Senator BargrLey. The total period is from October 1945 to October
1947, the total period. That would be over 2 years.

The Cuamrman. It would be 21 months—to June 1947.

Senator Kmcore. Under this bill the figures I have here show
$1,186,000,000 for the civilian plus $255,000,000 for the veterans, mak-
ing a total of $1,941,000,000.

nator Byep. That includes the Federal employees?

Senator Kmcore. It includes everything.

Senator Byrp. It does not include the travelinf expense?

Senator KrLcore. It does not include the travel.

Senator Byrp. How much unemployed is tHat based on?

Senator Kircore. That is based on 10,000,000 unemployed.
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Senator Byrp. The high unemployment is based on 10,000,0001%

Senator BarkLEY. That is right.

Senator Kircore. That is a high point or peak. That does not
mean you might not have a peak greater than that, but the high-point
unemployment for the entire period.

Senator Byrp. You have low unemployment in one place and high
unemployment in another place.

The CHalRMAN. The last two sentences on that sheet, Senator Byrd.

Senator Kircort. It is based on a 6,000,000 unemployed peak for
the low unemployment figure, and a.10,000,000 unemployed peak for
the high unemployment figure. This average unemployment runs
through that period.

Senator VANDENBERG. No; that is the peak.

Senator KiLGore. Yes; that is the peak—not the average.

Senator Byrp. If there is more than 10,000,000 unemployed, of
course it gets worse.

Senator KiLaore. Yes, it gets worse.

Senator Hawkes. Senator, may I ask you this question?

As I undersstand it, the States can change their classification and
definition of coverage; can they not? '

Senator Kiicore. Certainly.

Senator Hawxkes. Are there any limits established by your bill be-
yond which the State cannot go in extending its coverage?

Senator KrmLgore. No.

Senator Hawkes. Then you have got another factor of possible ex-
pense in there if that be so.

Senator KiLgore. It cannot go beyond the scope of the bill, of course,
as to amounts. _

Senator Hawxes. It does not have to go beyond the scope of the
bill. In other words, if they extend their coverage and bring more
people in under this bill the expense would be greater, and there is a
factor there that you haven’t got here.

Senator KrLaore. These estimates here are based not on what is the
coverage by the State now plus this but based upon all the coverage
that could be placed on it. -

Senator HAwkEs. In other words, this is the maximum outside fig-
ure, if they placed the maximum coverage possible on it ?

Senator Kiraore. And for 10,000,000 unemployed.

Senator Hawxkes. And for 10,000,000 unemployed ¢

Senator Krcore. That is right.

Senator Hawkes. Thank you.

Senator MoMamoN. Suppose the State now pays $15——

Senator Kircore. $15¢

Senator McMamoN. Let us assume that.

Senator KiLcore. Yes. . )

Senator McManmoN. Then, we will say they reduce it to $10. Is
therehany yrohibition against the State reducing the amount which
1t will pay?

It seeng’s to me, since they would be able to draw that much more
out of the Federal Treasury they would reduce the amount which they
would pay out of the State. :

_Senator Krreore. I think that is a very good Connecticut sugges-
tion, but T had never thought of that. _
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Senator McMaroN. Why isn’t there an inducement to the States to
reduce the amount so they would take a greater amount out of. the
Federal Treasury?

Mr. JacorsteiN. There is no prohibition in the bill against it.

Senator Barkrey. How can the Congress prevent the State from
fixing its own compensation figure ?

Senator Kmugore. I do not see how you can.

Senator BARKLEY. We can say we will not pay any more than the
difference between the present State compensation and two-thirds or
$25, whichever it may be. X

Senator KrLcore. Senator McMahon, there is one thing that has
had to be avoided throughout in drafting the bill, and that is anything
that tends to federalize a system ; in other words, take the control away
from the State. '

Senator McManoN. Yes, but we could withhold the payment of the
benefits provided for by the Federal Government unger this bill to
any State which reduced its present level of payment, could we not ¢

Senator Kncore. Oh, yes. '

Senator Hawkes. It séems to me Senator Barkley’s suggestion was
an extremely good one; that is, that the payments be made on the basis
of the existing State law compensation at the time the bill becomes law.

Senator BarkLEY. There are two sides to that. If you do that and
the State reduces its own compensation, you would still pay the same
amount.

Senator Hawkes. Let us say not less than the present.

Senator BArRgLEY. In view of the fact that a year ago all the States
came here and told us they were amply able to take care of the situation
and induced Congress to do nothing about it except loan them some
money if they ran out, it is much less likely for them to reduce their
own compensation. If they had not come here and said they were able
to take care of it, Congress was ready to pass a completely federalized
unemployment compensation act for war workers. I do not think
that is a fear that any of us may entertain very seriously.

Senator Kmgore. Now, Mr. Chairman, if I might go ahead—

The CuamrMaN. Yes; you may go ahead.

Senator KiLcore. Exhibit IV contains technical data describing the
present State system. Its inadequacies were described very pointedly
by a leadi% business publication as follows. On April 28, 1945, the
editors of Business Week stated :

At any continuous level of unemployment, drains on reserve funds will decline
during the first few years as workers exhaust benefits. 8o, with 6,000,000 unem-
ployed, present aggregate reserves of over $6,000,000,000 would last almost indef-
initely. As many as 9,000,000 unemployed year after year would drain reserve
funds in 10 years or a little less. But, as we said 3 years ago, “It was never
contemplated that funds would be built up to take care of workers during a
severe depression. At best, unemployment insurance was looked upon as a
stopgap—a temporary economic alleviator.”

And as a stopgap the system today hardly measures up, for, with the average
beneficiary receiving little more than one-third or so of his former weekly wages,
and with, at most, two-thirds of the eligibles on the rolls at any one time, less
than 25 percent of the income of laid-off insured workers would be maintained.

That is under the present system. . _

In spite of increases which have been made in some States, the maxi-
mum weekly benefit rate in most States provides less real g‘urchasmg
power today than it did when benefits first began in 1938. The cost of
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living index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, in June 1945, was 29
percent above the 193539 average (see exhibit V). The Precident’s
(‘'ommittee on the Cost of Living, In its report last November, found
{hat this index has a downward bias of 3 to 4 pdints—which means that
the actual cost of living now is about one-third higher than in prewar
vears. For the family dependent on unemployment benefits, this does
not tell the whole story. The prices of food and c¢lothing, which repre-
ent a larger proportional part of the expenditures of such family have
11sen 30 and 44 percent, respectively.

The chart over there is based upon the 1935-39 level, which was prac-
tically maintained up to 1939, and shows the general trend based upon
100 percent as of 1935, and would indicate that as of this date, in 1945,
general living costs are 129 percent of what they were in 1939. On food
1t 15 141.1 percent, and on clothing 145.4 percent.

Now, we must remember, with the exception of a few States, unem-
ployment compensation in States was supposed at least to be based
upon price levels as of the time the bills were passed. A few have
raised them. For instance, Washington last year went to $25 a week
for 26 weeks. That is the State of Washington. New Jersey has $22
for 26 weeks. New York and Illinois has $20 for 26 weeks, and Mary-
lund has, with its dependency features, $25 for 26 weeks, but dropping
without dependents to $20 for 26 weeks under the same standard of
wage. As I say, those are in the upper brackets and are based upon
what we might call a prewar standard for all the rest of the States.

Senator VANDENBERG. Can you make that same argument on behalf
of raising all Government pensions?

_Senator KiLcore. I think you probably could, except for the fact,
Scnator, that some Government pensions have been automatically
raised.  For instance, Army and Navy pensions are based on three-
tonrths of the pay,and with the pay raise that took place as you got the
re~t. I do not think there are any real pensions aside from those, dis-
uhility pensions. The rest of the so-called pensions are retirements.

Senator VANDENBERG. Those are what I am talking about.

Senator KiLaore. Yes; well, that would, of course, require a greater
GGovernment contribution, and in fact some of those people are really
~uffering. On the other hand, Senator Vandenberg, a raise of retire-
ent would run perpetually, whereas this is intended for a stopgap
during which we Eope prices will level off. )

Nenator VANDENBERG. This will be perpetual.

Senator Lucas. Senator Kilgore, I notice in one of the charts pre-
pired by the experts, Illinois, during the January session of the legis-
}af:lre, rali{sed the rate of benefits from 20 to 25 weeks, a maximum of
=20 a week.

h:enator KiLgore. $20 a week for 26 weeks.

Senator Liucas. Yes; as I understand it, that is the maximum that
they can obtain under the eligibility rules for compensation based
I'urely upon need in Illinois. Now, as to the Federal Government,
what would be the additional amount that the Federal Government
could supply to the State of Illinois under this bill?

§3nator Kricore. $5 a week for the 26 weeks.

Senator Lucas. Nothing more ?

b Sel?attor Kngore. That is right. That is only for the high-earning
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Senator Lucas. In other words, there is nothing in this bill which
would permit the individual who is now, say, on the basis of need
obtaining $15 a week to reach the $25 bracket. "

Senator KiLcore. Except based upon the two-thirds of his earnings,
they could adopt this policy.

Senator Lucas. I understand that. I am talking about the fellow
in Illinois today, for instance, on the basis of need, who is receiving,
say, $15 per week, and that is all he is receiving on the basis of neeg.
That 1s all he could receive under this bill. Let me put it this way:
Can he receive any more under this bill ?

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Senator Lrcas. Could he go to the $25 mark ?

Senator KiLcore. They can run it up to two-thirds if it does not
exceed S25, based upon the base period of this bill, by agreeing to the
contract, by agreeing to accept the provisions of the bill.

Senator Lucas. Does not that result in quite a good deal of discrimi-
nation, from the standpoint of the present law?

Senator KiLcore. I do not know what the present law is, whether it
is 50 percent of earnings, or 60 percent, or 70 percent of earnings that
limits him to his $15. :

Nenator Liocas. The point I am trying to make is simply this: Under
the Illinois law at the present time we will say he is entitled to $20 a
week, but because of certain financial conditions he is only getting $10
per week, and that is all he will get. Now, we raise each and every
Illinois man up to $25, as the maximum he can get.

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. Will this $10 raise to $25 be a proportionate raise ?

Senator KiLcore. He will be raised proportionately, because that
$10 is based upon his base pay, and this is based on the base pay, so
his raise Woulg have to be a proportionate raise if they contract. In
other words, he would not get arbitrarily $25.

Senator Lucas. That is the point I am making.

Senator KrLcore. Because it would apply the same scale that Illinois
uses In computing it, not to exceed $25.

Senator Lucas. There is nothing in this law which would change the
computing law in Illinois

Senator KiLcore. It is not the computing law, it is the computing
system.

ySenator VaNDENBERG. There is another discrimination against I1li-
nois, and I would like to hear Senator Kilgore discuss it, because I
think he is sympathetic with the point I am making. You have got 9
States paying $16 for 16 weeks maximum, and you have got 19 States,
which 1ncludes practically all the industrial States——

Senator KiLcore. You have got two States paying $15 for 14 weeks,
too.

Senator VANDENBERG. I grouped them all at $16 or less. There
are 9 of them that pay $16 or less for 16 weeks or less and there are 19
States which pay $20 for at least 20 weeks. Under this law the States
that are only paying $16 get a compensatory payment on precisely
the same basis as the States that pay $20, and therefore the States
that pay $20 are also going to contribute to the States that only pay
$16. I think the Senator from West Virginia is prepared to make
a suggestion on that. ‘

Senator KiLcore. I will make a suggestion before I get through.
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Senator VanpenBere. He is going to make a suggestion for leveling
off that situation. I do not see how it is defensible. .

Senator KiLcore. I am not going to make that suggestion, I am
going to make a suggestion to the committee as to the modus operandi
for leveling it off in some way, to give a reward to the States that
have been farsighted in the way of recoupment of some kind.

Senator VANDENBERG. When are you going to do that?

Senator KiLcore. I will be up to it in just a minute or two.

Senator Liocas. Let me ask one further question with respect to the
State of Illinois, or with respect to, say, a State that only has 20
weeks of compensation. Under this law we go to 26 weeks.

Senator KiLcore. Under this law, we go to 26 weeks; yes.

Senator Ltcas. Who takes care of the difference on that 6 weeks?

Senator KiLcore. The Government has to do that.

Senator Lucas. The Federal Government has to take care of it all?

Senator KiLcore. Has to take care of the entire pay in accordance
with the amount that the State regulations would pay the men.

Senator Byrp. You mean to take care of the State matter?

Senator BARgLEY. How does that fit in with the present law that
we passed last year where the State ran out of the funds before the
period was up and we made a loan to it?
~ Senator Kmgore. The State in that case mortgaged its future
income.

Senator BARkKLEY. The House did not take that view of it.

The CrHairmaN. Oh, yes. ’

Senator BARKLEY. For instance, if the State ran out of funds with
which to pay its own compensation for the period provided under its
olwn lawsd we provided that we would loan them enough to finish out
the period.

Senator KiLcore. Which was, however, worse discrimination than
the one complained of by Senator Vandenberg because the man who
was on before was getting paid by the earnings of future workers.

Senator BArRkLEY. There is no way to pass a law like this without
discrimination against somebody.

Senator Hawxkgs. There is one thing we have got to do and that is to
try to have the discrimination as little as possible.

Senator KiLgore. That is right.

Senator Hawxes. Look at the State of New Jersey. It has got
%22 a week for 26 weeks. Under the present law, all they would get
would be $3 a week.

Senator KiLcore. All they would get is $3 a week, whereas the State
of Mississippi or the State of Arizona would get $10, shall we say, -
tor a period of 14 weeks, and $25 for a period of 26 weeks.

Senator Hawxkes. That discrimination is too much, I can tell you,
to satisfy the people of New Jersey.

Senator Vanpensrra. Michigan has gone up to $28.

Senator KiLcore. The State of Washington has gone up to $25 for
26 weeks on a flat sum.

Senator Hawxes. Yes.

Senator KiLcore. The greatest factor limiting the payment——

Senator Byrp (interposing). Before you leave that subject, may
1 ask a question? Would not this be the effect, that no State would
Increase 1ts allowances or its time?
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Senator KiLcore. It would robably be so. The bad features, Sena-
tor Byrd. is this, that these gtates have based their pay-roll tax on
this low scale and when they do something like this they do not
have the reserves and they are simply deceiving the worker.

Senator Byrp. One very bad result it seems to me is this: A State
that has $15 a week for 16 weeks, the Federal Government comes 1n and
makes it $25 for 10 weeks additional.

Senator Kiueore. That is right.

Senator Byrp. That would increase the compensation in Con-
necticut,

Senator Kircore. Not for 2 years.

‘Senator BarxLey. Not for 2 vears, but they would have to continue
after the 2 years is up. )

Senator Byrp. This bill would not stop at 2 years.

Senator Kireore. It automatically stops in 2 years.

Senator Byrp. It automatically stops, but it is going to be continued,
like a lot of these other things that are going to have expiration
dates. 'When yvou once start giving money out of the Federal Treasury
und giving it to the States, it does not stop.

Senator Vanpenperc. In the State of Michigan, for example, we
established this higher level, and in the lower States they do not have
thi~ higher level, _

Senator KirLeore. I question. Senator Vandenberg, whether you
know who has been taxed.

Senator VaxpeEnsere. Well, I do, too. T know somebody has.

Senator Kiicore. Because the big bulk of the pav roll tax was
charged up on contract prices for war material.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is true.

Senator KiLcore. The fact remains that the Federal Government

aid 1t
P Senator VANDENBERG. Yes. And the fact remains in these States,
entirely aside from war business, there has been a level of payment
toward an objective which has infinitely higher than in many other
States, and we are now about to be penalized for having done that.
Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. You paid the same tax, based on the pay roll.

Senator KiLcore. The employer pays the tax, but it is charaed up
to the Government.

Senator VANDENBERG. I am not talking about the tax; I am talking
about the objective. You are coming to that, you have told me for
the last 15 minutes.

Senator KiLcore. That is right.

The greatest factor limiting the payment of an adequate unemploy-
ment benefit is the arbitrarily low ceilings placed by State law. Ex-
clusive of special dependency benefits only the State of Washington
and Hawai pay $25 as a maximum weekly benefit. As exhibit IV
shows, 13 States have maxima of only $15 or $16, 31 States pay $18
to $20 as a maximum, and 5 pay a maximum of $21 to $22. The
average of the State maxima is therefore between $18 and $28 a week.
This same exhibit shows that about half the workers were at. their
present State maximum. If the proposal embodied in S. 1274 were
made law, three-fourths of all workers now receiving the maximum
would get increased benefit amounts. Only one-third of the Nation's
workers would be limited by the $25 national maximum.
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I would like to point out that in 1944 the average weekly benefit
amount was $15.90 (exhibit IV) while the average weekly wage was
$44.21. This means that on the average, workers under State systems
while getting compensation received only 85 percent of their lost
weekly wages. If S, 1274 were enacted and the State took full ad-
vantage of 1t, the average payment would be increased by about
$5 per week raising the national average compensation to almost 50
pe1~cgnt dof lost wages which is considered by experts as the desirable
standard.

No one knows how long it will take to reconvert to peacetime pro-
duction or to reemploy workers laid off because veterans will resume
their old jobs. However, unless benefits are payable for a duration
sufficient to enable the unemployed labor force to live more adequately
until business has a fair chance to reconvert, substitute Government
action for the provision of purchasing power must be taken.

In the reconversion period one of the prime things relied upon is an
unemployment compensation to protect workers. Yet in a rather
good year of employment like 1941, about 50 percent of the eligible
unemployed workers under State unemployment compensation laws
failed to be reemployed before exhausting their benefit rights.

Provisions of existing laws for even the maximum duration of bene-
fits do not measure up to the responsibilities which will be placed
on unemployment insurance in the reconversion period. In 14 States
benefits may be drawn for only 16 weeks or less. Only 5 States as-
sure 26 weeks of benefits to all eligible workers, and in 4 of these
the actual maximum may be less than 26 weeks because the dura-
tion is related to earnings and employment.

In 37 States the duration of benefits is related to the amount of
employment or earnings which the worker had in a previous period,
with a specified maximum duration. The other 14 States have a
uniform duration of benefits for all claimants.

Nor is the existence of variable and uniform duration of benefits an
idjustment to local conditions. Georgia, Mississippi, and North Caro-
lina provide uniform duration of benefits ; Louisiana, Texas, Missouri,
und Arkansas do not; New York and Ohio provide uniform duration;
Maryland, Michigan, and Pennsylvania do not. Uniform duration of
benefits is simple to understand and treats all eligible workers within
(he State alike; consequently, it will go further to supply workers with
that security which is needed and business and the community with a
~olid foundation upon which plans for economic prosperity must rest.

Provision of uniform duration of up to 26 weeks if needed would
henefit workers in all but one State.

. 11 the adjustment period is as brief as is hoped, the increased dura-
tion of benefits will not cost much, since workers will get jobs and
ot use up their benefit rights; if it is longer, increased duration of
Lenefits will be well worth the cost. The reconversion period will be
juxt the time when such protection is necessary if unemployment com-
p'*nsation is to fulfill its function.

It has been said that increasing duration of benefits to about 26
weeks a year will result in malingering and preference for benefits
'hstead of jobs. Such statements suggest that the shorter the dura-
tion of benefits, the more effective would be the program and that
Probably no program at all would be the most effective. Full employ-
‘nent of the war years has already obliterated from the minds of some
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the reason for the enactment of unemployment compensation—the fact
that unemployment is not caused by individual frailty but by economic
circumstances. Moreover, mere extension of potential duration does
not automatically provide benefits for longer periods; workers who
refuse suitable employment will be disqualified from receiving bene-
fits. Adequate duration of benefits will go a long way in aiding the
worker in search of a job; it will go a long way toward maintaining
our standard of living, purchasing power, and employment.

In other words, there is a perfect lack of uniformity now. States
with the same type of benefit and with the same type of income have
lack of uniformity under the present set-up. You cannot say it is
regional while you have Mississippi and Arizona in the low class,
and certainly you cannot say the economy is the same. On the other
hand. in the 18-weeks-at-$18-a-week class, you have Iowa, Texas, and
Nebraska with different economies there, and you get over in the 26-
week groun there, for instance. and you have got Maryland and the

State of Washington in the $25 class and certainly they have different
economies.

INADEQUACY OF EMPLOYEE COVERAGE UNDER EXISTING SYSTEM

There is no doubt in the minds of various committees of Congress
that the present unemployment compensation coverage is wholly in-
adequate. You, Mr. Chairman. in reporting on June 23, 1944. for
the Senate Special Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and Plan-
ning. and on S. 2051 for the Committee on FFinance on August 3, 1944;
Mr. Doughton reporting for the House Ways and Means Committee on
August 21. 1944, and the House Special Committee on Postwar Eco-
nomic Policy and Planning in its third report on August 14, 1944,
all clearly indicated the need for coverage of those groups within the
svstem. According to exhibit VIa, the total employed labor force
52.200.000 in the United States in an average week of 1944, only about
29.000.000 were covered by State unemployment compensation laws
and an additional 1,400.000 were covered by the Railroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act. The more important of the groups not covered
and which can be covered from the viewpoint of administrative feasi-
bility of coverage at this time are:

Federal employees ________ o e 2. 970, 000
State and local government employees____________________ . ___ 2 900, 000
Employees of small employers___._________________ o ___ 2, 000, 000
Maritime employees________ o 400, 000
Agriculture processing employees.__._________ _____________________ 309, 000

Senator Tarr. You do not cover that in this bill. That would be a
tax measure then, if you want to extend the unemployment-insurance
tax.

Senator KmLcore. We do not extend the tax. We simply give the
soverage as an emergency proposition in the hope that the tax will
eventually be covered in all the States.

Senator Tarr. In those cases, you mean the Federal Government
will have to nay the whole thing?

Senator KiLcore. Will have to pay the whole thing. But let me
call your attention, Senator, to one thing—that had they been cov-
ered the Federal Government would have to pay it anyway on the
Federal employees and maritime employees, because they would have
paid it directly in the pay-roll tax.
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Senator Tarr. We passed it last year and could not get it through
the Holuse. I am talking about agricultural and domestic labor par-
ticularly.

Senator KiLcore. Noj; they are not covered.

Senator Tarr. Do you cover them here?

Senator KiLcore. Not the argicultural labor; not the farm worker,
but the people who work in the canneries and packing houses are cov-
ered who have not been covered heretofore. _

Senator Tarr. How can you do that without levying another tax?

Senator KiLcore. You do not have to levy a tax. .

Senator Tarr. You mean the Feneral Government pays it all?

Senator KiLcore. The Federal Government pays it all.

| Senator Tarr. You would set up a Federal administrative system,
then.

Senator KiLcore. No. The bill provides very simply that it shall
be administered by the State or upon the regulations in force in the
District of Columbia that were passed by Congress if the States will
so elect to do it. If they will not, then, of course, we will have to
designate some Government agency to make the disbursement; but
if they do, then they have an employees’ service through which they
can operate. '

Senator Tarr. Are you proposing that the State can set up a differ-
ent standard or operate under a different law as to agricultural em-
ployees or canning employees than they do set up for their own cov-
ered employees ?

Senator Kircore.. Yes. You must realize your agricultural and
processing people are covered by many State laws anyway. The Fed-
eral employees are not, and the maritime employees are not.

Senator BArRKLEY. Outside of these categories to which you have
referred, the eligibility of all employees is based upon the State law?

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. With respect to the mandatory process that you
are now speaking of, the State administers as to those classes after
we furnish the money, and there would be two separate standards in
the State for the unemployed, one under the District of Columbia
Jaws and one operating under the State of Illinois laws.

Senator KmLeore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. So the cannery comes under the State laws.

Senator KiLcore. The cannery worker comes under the State law,
11131((11 thf Federal employee and maritime worker comes under the

‘ederal.

Senator Liucas. The Federal employee working in the State of
Illinois would get one compensation.

Senator Kircore. I will agree with you, Senator Lucas, but it is not
half as bad. The present set-up that they propose is a bad set-up;
because here is a machinist, we will say, who comes from the State
of Connecticut and goes to work in the State of Mississippi in a
shipyard ; and going back to Connecticut, maybe to wait for his job
back there, he would be paid out of the Federal Treasury on the basis
of Mississippi, while some other worker who had been so fortunate as
to be in Connecticut would be paid on the Connecticut basis out of
the same fund for the same work. ‘

Sia(nator Locas. You are talking now about more or less migratory
workers,
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Senator Knuaore. The big bulk of the Federal employees that come
within this class have been migratory workers. The stable worker
1s the permanent civil-service employee. Just as Senator Byrd knows,
in the shipyard at Norfolk you have a certain permanent civil-service
personnel there, but the bi {;ulk of the workers are migratory workers
from the State of West \girginia or Maryland, or some other place,
and migrated with solicitation, as you well know.

Senator Lucas. Regardless of the importance of the point you made
the Federal worker would be paid under the laws of the District of
Columbia, while the defense-plant worker in Illinois would come
under the Illinois laws.

Senator KmLcore. Yes.

Senator Ltcas. There would be two methods.

Senator Krcore. Yes; because one had been originally set up and
they accepted it.

1Senator Lucas. There is another discrimination which would take

ace.

P Senator Kircore. I do not think it is discrimination. I think the
other method would be discriminatory.

Senator Lucas. There are no two State laws alike, so there 1s a
discrimination to start with. ‘

Senator KiLcore. That is right. You start with discrimination on a
Federal pay roll, and this is an attempt to as nearly as possible correct
that discrimination. It is a discrimination between two different
groups of employees.

Senator Lucas. The only point I make is the State that administers
the bill in regard to Federal employees in the mandatory class would
be administering it under two different theories, and there would be
that further discrimination.

Senator Tarr. Don’t you think it is just as important to extend this
to all workers now?

It is important, is it not, at the same time we do this, that we extend
this unemployment compensation to domestic servants and agricul-
tural laborers and some other classes? : :

S Senator KiLcore. That is permissible, but that would be up to the
tate.

Senator TarT. You can force the States to do it by extending the tax
to the employers of such labor. That is the way to do it. We did not
do it last year because the House would not start it.

Senator KirLaore. That is right.

Senator Tarr. It seems to me if you take the whole problem at once
it ought to be all done at once, and do it now.

Senator KiLcore. That is what we are trying to stay away from—is
to go into the many details that are necessary in order to make an
over-all correction of the law in the future. -

Senator Tarr. Do you favor the Wagner-Murray-Dingell provisions
that are before this committee?

Senator KmLcore. I have not studied them. _

Senator TArr. Setting up a complete Federal system and abolishing
the State syvstems altogether.

Senator Kncore. I would not want to commit myself at this time on
that.

" Senator Tarr. That bill is before this committee as an alternative to
this.

-
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Senator KiLoore. No; it is not an alternative, because this is designed
as 1N emergency proposition, pure and simple.

senator BarkrLey. All of which, it seems to me, illustrates the fact
that the whole system at this time is full of inconsistencies. The
cointry has got to meet the problem some day as a national proposi-
fion.

Senator KiLcore. You must admit that it is a series of compromises,
We are facing a proposition which this is designed to correct, in an
effort to save time. .

Senator Lucas. Pardon me for interrupting, but you will always
liave that discrimination and those inconsistencies as long as you have
States.

Senator KiLcore. Does the Senator suggest that we abolish the
States?

Senator Lucas. No. The Senator, a moment ago, hesitated on the
aiiestion asked by Senator Taft.

Senator KiLcore. It is because, Senator Lucas, I have not had the
time to study the bill that is before the committee, and I did not want
to ~ay anything about it unless I knew more about the details.

Senator BARKLEY. My objection is not to be interpreted as an en-
dorsement of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill. I have had the feeling
for a long time that the question of unemployment compensation as a
permanent policy, as well as the question of old-age pensions, must some
dayv be dealt with as a unified American problem, so as to treat all
people in the same class, wherever they live, in the same way.

Senator KiLcore. Senator, I think you are absolutely right. I
think Senator Radcliffe will have to admit that the only way you can
cushion any shock is by the widest possible coverage, so that what is
hit one place can be cushioned some place else. I think that is the
whole theory of insurance, isn’t it ?

Senator Rapcrirre. I think it is, but the assumption of the Federal
(iovernment paying on the basis of compensation is a question that
n lot of us cannot accept. :

Senator KiLcore. In theory, the wider you can spread the risk the
better off you are.

Senator RapcrLire. Yes; that is a good insurance idea; of course,
the wider you can spread the risk the better off you are. That fits in
with sound insurance principles, provided you do not run into some
other principles that you ought to consider and tackle.

Senator Kncore. According to exhibit Ve, civilian employment in
the Federal Government rose from 1.1 million in January 1941 to
ahout 3 million in June 1944 and dropped to 2.9 million in May 1945.
The majority of Federal employees have only war-duration appoint-
ments, and many are now in the process of being laid off. Many of
these employees left jobs in private industry to take work in navy
virds, shipyards, and arsenals, and have been doing work essentially
the same as civilian workers in the same occupations. Such civilians
are protected by unemployment-compensation legislation. The work-
s employed by the Federal Government will not be protected unless
(‘ongress acts now. The problem of Federal workers is, however,
not confined to the manufacturing establishments of the United States.
Most of the workers hired by the Government during the war will
lose their jobs at the end of hostilities; many of them formerly covered
by unemployment-compensation laws have lost their rights as a result
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of their Federal emplovment and will have nothing to fall back on
until they can be reemployed.

The posmon may be taken for Federal workers that they should
be placed in the same position that they would have been had they
engaged in war work for a private employer and therefore payments
should be made to Federal employees on the basis of laws of the States
in which they reside and work for the Federal Government. Under
this type of provision. it ix claimed, there would be no discrimination
either for or against Federal employees as compared with their neigh-
bors working for private employers. Actually, the shoe is on the
other foot. The Federal w orkers, where placed under State laws,
would be discriminated against: that is. a Federal employee working
I a Navy plant in one State may get a much lower benefit for a
shorter duration than another I*eledql worker in another Navy plant
which is across the State line who is getting the same rate of pay
and who would get a higher bencfit for a longer duration. For the
Federal GGovernment to consider placing emptioyees cmployed by it
under 51 State compensation systems is hlmost unthinkable. The
Federal Government would not only be creating inequities and in-
justices for Federal workers but would be giving up jurisdiction in a
field in which it has alwayvs exercised 1ts cm‘elemnt\ af power.

S. 1274 provides mandatory and uniform treatment for Federal and
maritime emplovees and for mandatory coverage under State laws of
agricultural processing emplovees. In this connection the committee
may well give consideration to several things about the provision
covering IFederal and maritime workers as if they were under the
District of Columbia law. It is my understanding now, after exami-
naticn of the amendment and its administrative considerations. that
somewhat better provisions may be administratively desirable. One
suggestion has been made that more <pecific benefit determination pro-

visions be written in the law. I believe that the disqualifying pro-
vision= of the District of Columbia law could be retained; and there
might be substituted in lieu of the eligibility and the benefit provisions
of the District of Columbia law the following:

1. Eligibility: At least 90 days of I‘ederal employment and a
waiting period of 1 week of unemployment,

2. Benefits according to the following table:
Weekly benefits for

Last regular weekly wage: total unemployment
Under 81950 $10
1050 and und'r 824 e 13
£24 and under 828 50 _ e 16
&9R5) and under $33_ e 19
832 and under $37.50_ _ e 22
$37.5) and over____ __ __ e 25

3. The benefits for 1 week of partial unemployment could equal the
difference between the partial wages and the weekly total unemploy-
ment benefit plus $3.

About 400.000 maritime workers are excluded from unemployment
compensation. These workers have engaged during the war in serv-
ice comparable in danger to that in the armed services, yet, unlike
other workers engaged in industry and commerce, they have no pro-
tection against wage loss when unemployed.

The mritime problem is a complicated one which is, in many re-
spects, different from normal civilian employment. When a seaman
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is on a ship he is usually not working within any State at the time;
he may have left a particular State where he signed his articles and
may dock at scveral ports in different States; he may go from one
State to another and may return and get his henefits in still another
State; his family may be living in a different State. It is obvious that
a simple uniform method of dealing with them is necessary.

The legislative history of unemployment insurance for seamen
which I need not relate here is indeed one full of frustrations of
offort to secure good legislation. Despite the recognition of the need
by the Senate Postwar Planning Committee, the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, and various House committees in 1944, nothing has yet been
done. There is very good reason why maritime employees should be
covered by a national system of unemployment insurance.

Approximately 3,000,000 workers are still without coverage because
they work for small employers. These workers have generally not
had the same increase in wages as those employed by large firms ; many
of them, moreover, will lose their jobs, because a returning veteran
has< a prior right to it or because of the uncertainties that many small
businessmen are facing in this period. Employers of one or more
employees are already covered by Federal old-age and survivors insur-
ance and by 13 State unemployment compensation laws. Coverage
under the unemployment compensation program need be no great
administrative burden on small employers, since they are already
reporting under old-age and survivors insurance. The success of the
13 States in covering these workers also demonstrates that the addi-
tional administrative job for State agencies is no real obstacle. .

In their periods of unemployment, farm workers, too, need the type
of protection offered by an unemployment compensation program.
While the administrative problems inherent in covering all aarienl-
tural workers, may be too great to attempt at this time, there is good
reason why, at a minimum, workers on industrialized farms should
be included under unemployment compensation. This work is in
many ways similar to work in manufacturing establishments. The
administrative task of including these workers under an unemploy-
ment. compensation program should create no problem. In this con-
nection, it should be recalled to the attention of the committee that
the Senate recognized the need for coverage of these workers in labor
laws during the debate on the Lea rider to the War Labor Board ap-
propriation for the fiscal year 1946. This rider excinded agricultural
processing workers from the consideration by the War Labor R-ard.
The Senate finally consented to the Lea rider as passed by the House
of Representatives only as a matter of expediency and not as a matter
of principle.

DISQUALIFICATION

_One of the worst features of existing laws is the disqualification pro-
visions. The administration of these provisions, mnareover, will he
the most troublesome in the reconversion period. Workers will he
changing johs that they will have held for years. They mav find newly
acowired skills of little aid to them in a peacetime economv. Jobs
will develop in localities far distant from the places in which thev now
]1}’e. H_ours of work will change and with them the take-harme pav.
The entire labor market will be in a state of flux. The old Murray-
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Kilgore bill of last year attempted to remedy this situation by creat-
ing national standards of qualification and disqualification. S. 1274
in basing itself entirely on the present State administration does not
contain remedies for this situation. I felt I would be lax in my pre-
sentation if I did not call this problem to your attention. A more ex-
tended discussion is contained 1n exhibit VII.

VETERANS' BENEFITS

The GI bill now pays an unemployed veteran with at least 90 days
of military service $20 for each week of total unemployment for a
period ranging from 24 weeks to 52 weeks, depending on his length of
military service. The effect of S. 1274 would be to raise unemployment
compensation paid to a single veteran by $5 and would make a total
allowance of $) per week for dependents of a veteran. Reference has
already been made to provisions in the bill which would correct certain
inequities which now exist in the present GI bill of rights.

From figures furnished me by the Office of War Mobilization and
Reconversion it appears that of the 12,200,000 persons in military
~ervice in July 1945, 60 percent had no dependents, 25 had 1 depend-
ent. and 15 percent had 2 or more dependents.

However. the record should show that the veteran who comes back
and who has two dependents—for example, a wife and child—at home
will get less unemployment compensation under the GI bill of rights
than his wife had been getting in her monthly allotment check while
he was in the military service. In other words, such a veteran comes
home and joins his family; he becomes quite an expense to his family
if he is unemployed. In terms of money income his family was better
off when he was in the Army. Under the allotment law the Govern-
ment recognized that it requires more than $20 a week for a veteran’s
wife to take care of herself and two or more children. If there is
more than one child the veteran would get considerably less while
unemployed than his family got while he was in the Army.

Furthermore, the situation is made worse by the fact that while 1n
the service the veteran was drawing a salary, rations, clothing. lodg-
ing and the like. Yet while an unemployed ex-serviceman he is add-
ing his living expenses to the family budget, although the family in-
come has not been increased.

TRAVEL ALLOWANCES

The bill authorizes the Director, through the United States Em-
plovment Service, to pay the cost of transportation, including that
for dependents and household effects, to civilian war workers from
their place of war employment to any place at which the Employment
Service certified that there are suitable job opportunities.

Senator Hawkes. Senator, may I interrupt there and ask you if
there is a correct definition or understanding as to what a war worker
is? T have heard so many arguments and there are so many busi-
nesses that have contributed to the war that I am mixed up

What is meant by a war worker?

Senator KiLcore. It seems to me that the definition applied by the
War Manpower Commission would have to apply here, that is. a man
who was actually working in a plant making munitions or equipment
of war under Government contracts.
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Senator Hawkes, Equipment that went into the prosecution of the
war?

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

senator Tarr. That applies to the contractor or subcontractor.

Senator KiLcore. Yes, the contractor or subcontractor, the plant
being engaged in the manufacture of material of war for the United
States Government on a contract or on a subcontract from a prime
contractor. I think that is the definition placed by the War Man-
power Commission on it. and that would be the definition of an actual
war worker under this travel allowance.

Senator Hawkes. What I am getting at is this: Suppose you have
got, a plant—I know many of them—where half of the people in
that plant are working on the regular business of the organization
and the other half are working on certain production for the prosecu-
tion of the war; where does that leave the people working in that
lant
: Where, you might say, the plant was doing 65 percent war work
i~ what I have in mind right now, and where 35 percent are working
in other lines of business. Are they war workers’

Senator KiLcore. It is the plant alone, it is the worker in the plant,
the men who are working on war contracts.

Senator HaAwxEes. You feel that is perfectly clear, do you?

Senator Kincore. I believe it is. 1 feel it is as clear as we can
vet 1t, ‘

Senator VaxpeNBErc. This does not cover a clerk in a war agency,
for instance, who loses his job and wants to go home? .

Senator K1LGore. I do not think so; no.

Senator Liucas. What about the 35 percent of those in the factory
who have not been engaged in the war effort? They are not covered ?

Senator KiLgore. They are not covered on the transportation end.
) ].T'enator Lucas. Well. they are covered on the other phases of the

1l
~Senator Kingore. Oh, yes. but T am speaking only of transporta-
tion.

Senator McManoN. It is more likely that the employees who are
on the civilian work, the 35 percent, would have been the old em-
ic)lnyees who are more likely not to avail themselves of the migat.ry
cature, '

. Senator KiLcore. Those are the people who are on the regular
Job which they had before, because that is the same work that they
were doing before, and they are going to do it then.

_ The Cuamrman. Suppose we have got a plant that is producing
(0 percent for the war directly. making materials going into the
Army, every employee in that plant is doing part of that job.

Senator Kieore. Then, he is a war worker.

The CHaRMAN. Take the textile mill.

Senator KiLgore. Yes.

The Cuairman. Take the textile mills doing\70 percent, say, for
the war, or 65 percent, but there is not a separate group that is doing
(he war work, they are all doing the same work but only a portion
ot that product goes into civilian use and the other goes to the Army.
arc they all war workers?

_Senator Barkrey. There might be a certain factory making muni-
tions, war equipment for the Government in which the civilian con-
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sumption would not be anything, and there might be another group
segregated making something for civilian consumption; if there were
such segregated groups, they would not be covered by this?

Senator KiLcore. Frankly, Senator George, under the limitations
here I think the most liberal construction possible should be placed
upon 1t.

The CaairMaN. That is in the discretion, anyhow, of the adminis-
trators of the act.

Senator KirLcore. That is in the discretion of the administrators
of the act. You have one prime limitation; that is, he must have
certification that there is employment available at the other place
and no employment available at the place where he now is.

Senator VANDENBRERG. You are sure, are you, Senator, that a worker
in a war agency, we will say here in Washington, is not a worker
entitled to transportation under this act?

S:nator Kircore. I do not think he is.

Senator Lucas. I think of another example where they help make
plowshares that go directly to the requirements for the purpose of
increasing agricultural production in the war effort. Are those peo-
ple war workers? '

Senator KiLcore. I do not think so.

Senator BarkLEY. That would depend on whether they made them
out of swords.

Senator KiLcore. Yes. The cost of such transportation is not to
exceed that which is allowed Government employees under standard
Government travel regulations upon official transfer from one State
to another. The certification by the Employment Service constitutes
a reasonable administrative safeguard.

The provision is designed to relieve burdened areas and unemploy-
ment compensation funds by transferring workers from depressed
areas to jobs in more prosperous areas. In this connection I should
like to insert for the record the fact that Great Britain has had a
somewhat similar provision in its unemployment insurance law for
many vears, and on the basis of its experience in prewar days, it would
seem that a travel-allowance feature met with some success. I should
also like to point out that during the war Canada and Britain fur-
nished transportation to war jobs. A statement of such legislation
and experience is included as exhibit VIIIc.

The purpose of these allowances is to facilitate the transfer of work-
ers to jobs from depressed areas and communities. During the re-
conversion period there probably will be many communities and areas
which will ll))e faced with overwhelming problems in connection with
unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to this point, let me quote from the
report of the Senate Committee on Finance, Seventy-eighth Congress,
second session, on S. 2051, Senate Report No. 1035, page 6:

The impact of worker migration for which the States are not responsible, will
not hit each with equal severity.

The amount of migration by war workers from their home areas to
war production areas was tremendous ; exhibit VIIIa contains a memo-
randum on this migration which I have received from the War Man-
power Commission.

National operation of the Employment Service will be as important
in the reconversion period when further great shifts in workers must
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be achieved. The employment service in California, which already
has hundreds of thousands of surplus workers, may be wholly inade-
quate in meeting the problem of migration alone. The effectiveness
of a national system cannot be achieved if there are 51 State employ-
ment services rather than a single national system during the reccu-
version period. _

As far as the travel provision of the bill is concerned, I should like
to suggest several amendments for consideration by the committee.
First, the provision should apply to all civilian workers. Second, the
words “place of such employment” on lines 5 and 6, page 10, of the
bill should read “place at which he is located at the time of his applica-
tion for work with the Employment Service.”

These changes would simplify the administration of the provision
greatly and would place all workers in the reconversion period on
the same basis. In addition, these changes would remedy an inequity
which would othrewise be created by the words “place of such em-
ployment.” For example, a large number of war workers have
already left war areas in California for elsewhere. If these war
workers applied for work and transportation outside of the places
in California where they were engaged in war work, they could not
wet the transportation allowances under the bill as it now stands.
Obviously this situation would be an anomaly.

I have obtained from the Social Security Board estimates of the
possible cost of S. 1274 exclusive of travel benefits. The latter should
receive specific appropriation after experience has shown the need
and the desirable limits of the travel-allowance program. These esti-
mates which are given in detail in exhibit IXa show the cost of the
mandatory features would run from three-quarters to one and a quar-
ter billions of dollars, depending on the unemployment load. If the
States took advantage of all the voluntary features the cost would still
be under $2,000,000,000 at a high estimate of unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot leave the subjoct of cost without com-
menting that the State reserves are bulging and under any system of
equity they should be called op first to pay gecent benefits.

Howevel, as President Truman has pointed out, “Changes in State
laws cannot be made overnight.” Reconversion unemployment is al-
ready upon us and I would therefore not urge compulsion on the
States to institute the proposed $25, 26-week scale from their own
l1eserves.

Mr, Chairman, I am glad to note that the chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee, the Honorable Robert L. Doughton of
North Carolina has introduced in the House a bill, H. R. 3736, which
I~ substantially similar to S. 1274. I believe that if this committee
were to enact g 1274 in a perfected form, and the House were to enact
H. R. 3736, the differences could be readily ironed out in conference.
However, I am sure you and the committee members would like me
briefly to mention these differences.

These differences are briefly as follows: ,

First. S. 1274 amends the GI bill of rights, while H. R. 3736 does
not. I believe that this is explained by the fact that the House Ways
and Means Committee does not have jurisdiction over the GI bill of
rights as does the Senate Finance Committee. :

Senator Tarr. Senator, I do not want to interrupt, but going back
to the subj2ct I mentioned before of the clerk in the war agency, it
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seems such civilian workers who have been in activities that are essen-
tial to the war effort have transportation allowances made to them.
That applies to the civilian employees from the State Department who
travel from one State to another. I understood the interpretation
included Government workers as the bill was written.

Senator KiLcore. I may be wrong on that, but I doubt it.

_Senator VANDENBERG. Then we do not know the answer to my ques-
tion.

Senator KiLGore. As to whether clerks in the Federal agencies are
eligible for this transportation ?

enator VANDENBERG. It is either “Yes” or “No,” one or the other.

Senator Tart. I do not see why they are not civilian workers en-
gaged in activities connected with the war effort.

Senator Km.core. I may be wrong on that.

[Continuing :] 2. H. R. 3736 would provide for the treatment of Fed-
eral and maritime workers on a basis of State standards, while S. 1274
would provide for uniform national standards for this group. That
is the point I raised some time ago to get uniformity of compensation,
the same as you have uniformity of pay, paying it all out of the same
fund. You will recall that in my testimony I made certain additional
recommendations for perfecting and simplifying the operation of S.
1274 in this respect.

3. S. 1274 provides for agricultural processing workers on a manda-
tory basis, while H. R. 3736 leaves their inclusion up to the States.

4. S. 1274 provides for travel allowances.

5. H. R. 3736 provides that title IX of the Social Security Act be
amended so that the act is automatically extended to cover employees
of one or more. I believe this step is needed. It was not included in
S. 1274 because of the House prerogative on tax legislation.

6. H. R. 3736 does not become effective until there are 600,000 com-
pensable claims under State unemployment compensation laws. This
provision would make H. R. 3736 effective shortly, if passed, because
of the mounting unemployment. 8. 1274, in turn, would become ef-
fective approximately 5 weeks after its passage. I would recommend
to the committee that in view of the mounting unemployment and the
practical occurrence of VJ-day several weeks ago that retroactive pay-
ments be made for unemployment which occurred after the first Sun-
day following the informal VJ-day of August 14, 1945.

n addition to the above suggestions for improvement of S. 1274, 1
would like to finally recommend that the committee consider an amend-
ment whereby States which have carried out the Social Security Board
recommendations of raising their maximum to $25 per week and their
duration to 26 weeks be reimbursed for all payments above the $20
per week and 20-week duration standard.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is the answer to the $64 question ?

Senator KiLcore. It may be.

Senator VaxpENBeRG. Will you repeat that as to the amendment ?

Senator KiLcore. That they amend it by reimbursing the States for
the amounts they pay out under their own law above the $20 per week
and the 20-week standard which is in there. .

Now, that question of amendment is up to the committee, whether
they want to lower it or not, but that seems to me would be protection
and at the same time hold out some reward to the States that, shall I
say, complied with their promises made last year to a committee of the
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Senate. In other words, they would benefit from their own unemploy-
nient compensation and not be penalized as they now are.

There are two thoughts behind the suggestion. First, that the
States which have carried out the Social Security Board recommenda-
tions should not get less benefits because of their taking these recom-
mendations seriously. Secondly, I feel that unless this emergency
legislation includes such a provision it may reduce the incentive for
the coming State legislatures to raise their State standards to the
%25-26 week level. For without such a provision, if the States lib-
eralize their own laws during the next year and a half, they would
assume a burden which the Iederal Government would be undertak-
g in any event.

Now, the suggestion on the amount that was thrown out requires
more study. Probably, the reimbursement should run into a little
lower bracket, or the differential should be, but certainly I feel that,
for instance, States like Maryland, Washington, New Jersey, and New
York should not be penalized.

Senator McMaHON. Senator, that is illusory, though, because those
States like my own, Connecticut, that have $28 a week are really the
States that are paying the money into the Federal Treasury by way
of taxation.

Senator Kircore. I agree with you. -

Senator McMaHoN. When you say to the State of Connecticut or
the State of New Jersey, “We are going to reimburse you for every-
thing you pay above $20 a week under your State law,” you are hand-
ing it to them with this hand but you are taking it away in the way of
increased taxation that you pay in Michigan and we pay in Con-
necticut.

Senator BARELEY. Some of these other States evidently would not
pav 1t.

Senator KiLcore. My thought on that was this: Strange as it may
seem, some of the States that are in the higher bracket are States
where even in normal times you have sudden flurries of rather wide-
spread unemployment. That is customary in industrial States, and to
help them out and not exhaust their reserves those repayments would
be a good idea, to go into their reserves. ‘

lSenat{g)r Lucas. Haven’t they thought of that—when they passed
the law ¢

Senator KiLgore. Yes.

Senator Liucas. I do not see why the Federal Government should do
what you suggest ¢

Senator Kmgore. Well, that is just a suggestion to the committee.-
It 1s not in the bill.

Senator Bargrey. Your bill provides for the reimbursement of
States which have paid this increased amount. In other words, as they
aid their own compensation they paid on behalf of the Federal Gov-
crnment, and it was contemplated that the Federal Government did
not advance to the States enough money to pay all this in advance, that
they go ahead and pay it, and then the Government reimburse them
for what they paid out, which represents the difference between what
they paid and the $25, or the two-thirds.

Senator KrLcore. Yes; or whatever the amount comes to.

Senator, I have consulted with a number of unemployment compen-
“atlon commissioners in the various States and they say that the ques-
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tion of the administration of the act is not difficult at all, that they

can go ahead and pay and make regular settlements with the Govern-

ment on a reimbursement basis and operate without cash advances at

(alll. %)ecause practically all the States, in their opinion, are in shape to
o that.

Senator BaRkLEY. I do not suppose there is any way to avoid it, and
it may not be an objection to this provision, but do you recall any other
instances in which the Government of the United States has turned
money over to the States without in some way regulating how it is
to be paid out?

Senator KiLcore. Well, I can recall where there were supposed to be
controls and the controls were not very good.

Senator McManox. The road fund.

Senator BargLEY. The road fund is very well controlled. It is
extended on any roads that are not approved by the Roads Department
of the Federal Government. There is theoretical control.

Senator KiLcore. But the actual expenditure is in the control of the
State road commission.

Senator BARkLEY. The Federal Government puts up half of what-
ever the State allows and turns it over to the State, Lut there is a con-
trol on the qualifications of those who are to disburse it. I do not
think that is true in this matter.

Senator KiLcore. Senator Barkley, may I say this, that the unem-
ployment compensation personnel in every State and qualified under a
certain Federal law. In other words, in the social security laws they
have certain qualification standards they must meet in order to operate,
and it will be handled by those employees. For instance, the Admin-
istrator is not just a political appointee, but he must, under the merit
system prescribed by the Federal Government, meet the requirements
of the Federal Government as to his qualifications, and the employees
of his department have to do that.

Senator BargLEY. They are not under the United States Civil
Service.

Senator KmLcore. They are under what you might call a parallel
civil service and merit system which is officially recognized by the
Federal Government.

Senator Vaxpeneerc. Have you any information as to the attitude
of the State authorities generally toward this measure ?

Senator KiLcore. No, sir; except one. I talked with the unem-
ployment compensation commissioner of the State of Washington.
which happens to have a very similar law.

Senator Lucas. How long has that been on the statute books?

Senator KiLGore. It was passed in their legislature last winter.

Senator Lucas. In January?

Senator KiLcore. Yes, sir. He is very much in favor of it, al-
though. it does not help the State of Washington except in this way,
that it does take care of 65,000 Federal pay-roll employees at the
Puget Sound Navy Yard, and various other Federal installations
there which they cannot take care of, and also helps them get rid of
the migrant situation where there is no work for them, and he favors
it for that reason. And he says, the migrant came in there on Govern-
ment transportation.

Senator Tarr. Senator, you have inserted in here this dependency
question, and you have not discussed it at all. The unemploy-



iaq'

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 45

ment compensation was based on the theory it was a contract right.
A man earning his wages earned that additional sum purely as a con-
tract right. It was not a relief proposition at all; it had no relation
to his needs. He might have an income of $10,000 and still he gets it.

Senator KiLcore. I was discussing dependencies with reference to
veterans. :

Senator Tarr. You have inserted in here a dependency clause.

Senator KiLoore. Only for the veteran. The veteran gets a $5
additional allotment for his dependencies. That is in recognition of
the following-out of the present allotment plan in the Army, and 1t
just stimply follows the same pattern.

Senator BargLEY. In effect, that is an amendment to the GI bill.

Senator Kircore. In effect, that is an amendment to the GI bill,
pure and simple.

The CitaikmaN. The committee has invited all the State govern-
ments and unemployment-compensation administrators to come down
here, and they will come later in the week.

Senator Lucas. Under this amendment with respect to the GI bill
of rights, the GI is based on the same basis as the defense worker,
with the exception of the dependencies; is that right ¢

Senator KiLcore. No, Senator Lucas. The soldier is not placed
in the same status; he is raised above that status, in that his limita-
tion is 52 weeks as compared to the defense workers’ 26 weeks. He
1s raised from $20 to $25 plus $5 additional for the dependencies.

Senator Tarr. That is 52 weeks in 2 years?

Senator KiLcorr. It is 52 weeks in a £-year period.

The CaamrmaN. It might be the same for the defense workers or
any other workers. i

Senator KiLcore. I do not see how, Senator George. In other
words, he draws unemployment compensation for the maximum, you
see. He has to have a work base.

The Caamman. In the case of the Federal worker, he does not;
does he?

Senator KiLcore. Yes; he has to have a work base in there, because
his pay is based on the work he did under the rulings of the District
of Columbia. )

The CHarMaN. All of the changes you make in the GI bill are just
to raise the amount?

Senator KiLcore. Just to raise the amount and take care of,de-
Fendencies which was not done adequately in my opinion.

The CrHamrman. $25 instead of $20, and then $5 additional for
dependencies ? '

enator Kmcore. Yes.

Senator McManroN. Senator Kilgore, bearing upon Senator Bark-
ley’s observation that this was unusual, in that the Federal Govern-
ment was appropriating money without exercising any control, in
Connecticut I have been told a fellow making $1.15 an hour as a
machinist and going, we will say, to his own unemployment compen-
sation office for a period of 3 weeks, they would offer him 40 cents
an hour and he refuses that and he is cut off the unemployment c¢rm-
pensation rolls. There may be no answer to it. It may be s‘rictly a
matter for the people of Connecticut to get angry with their State
administration about. There is nothing in this bill that limits the
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right of the State, before it drew down this money, to maintain a
system which, at least, would not try to substitute a 40-cent-an-hour
jobhfor :1 $1.15 job, the penalty being that he would go off the rolls;
1s there !

Senator KirLGore. I do not think they could step in there and
intervene in that matter safely, and therefore nothing is attempted
in the bill in that respect.

Senator Lucas. Would you step in. in the example I gave awhile
ago, with respect to the Federal employee that is being paid under
the laws of the District of Columbia?

Senator KiLcore. That is right.

Senator Lucas. I do not know how it would work out, but it seems
to me where there are a lot of shipyards and a lot of employees of
the States are going to be paid on the scale of the District of Colum-
bia

Senator KiLGore. Not merely shipyards but navy yards also.

Senator BARkLEY. That is simply because there is nothing in their
standards under which those people can be covered ?

Senator KmGore. That is right. For instance, say a machinist
was prevailed upon to leave the State of Illinois and go to the State
of Mississippi to work in a shipyard; the Federal Government would
have paid him if he stayed in Illinois $20 for 26 weeks.

Senator Tarr. Yes: but he would just go to any place where he ex-
pected the most. or where a series of special conditions existed—in
Mississippi, maybe higher wages and maybe other things and lower
unemployment compensation. That was his own choice. :

Senator KiLcore. In the big bulk of those cases they were there be-
cause they were strongly solicited to gg there.

Senator Tarr. Your bill establishes the principle of uniformity
throughout the country. I take it the reason for the differences in the
States 1s that the States feel if they get this too high they encourage
unemployment, people do not work, and in some places people think
they will get lower wages than elsewhere. That is the justification, as
I see it, for the different standards in the different States. Do you
think we should change that? It is not a question of what they have
got or what the Federal Government paid, 1t is a question of local pol-
icy. It is a question of how much they think they can pay a man that
is not working and hope to encourage employment.

Senator KiLGeRE. Yes.

Senator TaFr. Your bill really adopts the uniformity principle.

Senator KiLcore. No; not wholly a uniformity principle, because it
still leaves the State differentials in there, a certain amount of State
differentials in the application of the law. It establishes a ceiling to
which the State can go.

Senator Tarr. It occurred to me, when you said in effect the Federal
Government would pay $5 to every State which paid $20, that that
would tend to a uniformity.

Senator KiLcore. It includes some of the high States who were pay-
ing disproportionately, and I thought it should be amended and some
medial level struck. I suggested $20 for 26 weeks.

Senator Tarr. It seems to me you could amend your bill so some
States could pay $15. You say that is not enough, and it may be that
probably it isn’t, but we migﬁt amend the bill somewhat by simply
paying a proportion of what the State pays.
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Senator KiLgore. And extend it for 26 weeks.

Senator Tarr. You would probably have to extend the weeks, too.

Senator KiLcore. There is a reason behind the 26 weeks, Senator.
That is the estimated time for reconversion of plants. This is not an
ordinary shut-down that is taking place. The big bulk of these plants
are going to have to be reconverted to something else. For instance,
recently I saw a shipyard trying vigorously to get a contract to build
railroad ties in order to keep their employees going, and it was going
to take some time to reconvert their shops and shop equipment into the
making of railroad ties, to lay the trackage, and do all the other work.
Senator Vandenberg probably knows how long it is going to take to
completely move the machinery in a plant like, shall we say, the Lin-
coln Park and replace it with all the microscopic readjustments that
have to be made. Mr. Hoffman, of Studebaker, gave me an estimate on
Studebaker, which is similar to Lincoln Park, of 6 weeks in order for
them to put their full assembly line into operation. That is the reason
for increasing it to 26 weeks. It was because of that extraordinary
<ituation which had arisen. If you look at the States that were raised,
vou will find that every one of the five have been largely involved in
war-work conversion.

Senator Tarr. Is not Ohio $21 now?

Senator Kircore. I must apologize for one feature in that chart,
Senator Taft. Ohio and West Virginia are both 21 weeks, and
Ohio is $21 and West Virginia $20; but getting it on one piece of
cardboard, we just split it in 2-week brackets and $2 raises. You
have a chart there which shows the exact amounts.

Senator BARKLEY. Are you apologizing for West Virginia being in
the same class as Ohio?

Senator Tarr. We stand together.

?f{llmto‘r Lucas. Senator Kilgore, will you explain the chart on the
walie

Senator KiLcore. That is intended to show the coverage by unem-
ployment compensation at the present time of the total labor force
of 64,000,000. ‘The average working force, actually working was a
little less than that, but that was taken on an average day throughout
;he year. The total work force was a little over 64,000,000, the labor
oree,

Under that you have 30,000,000 covered by State and railroad unem-
ployment compensation. Of the 30,000,000, 14.7 million were entitled
to maximum benefits under State compensation and 11,000,000 en-
titled to the $25 maximum under this bill.

. Now, you will see that there were 34,000,000 not covered. Included
n t‘he 34,000,000 there are 12,000,000 veterans that have to be covered.

Senator Liucas. You have still got 22,000,000 left.

Senator KrLcore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. What happens to the 22,000,000%

Senator KiLaore. A large part of that number are covered into this
Lill.  The major portion are covered into this bill. The Federal
workers are covered, the maritime workers are covered, and the State
may cover the processing and agricultural workers under the benefits
of the bill. The benefits of the bill, if the States elect to do it, may
be extended to the employees less than the present maximum number.

For instance, I ran into an extremely valuable war plant the other
day that only had four employees, but it was doing a little job that,
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if it shut down, it would be shutting down the Puget Sound Navy
Yard. Mare Island. and Hunters Point, because it was doing just one
little job for those people. but it was important work.

Senator Lucas. li)f 30,000,000 people are covered through State un-
employment compensation and there are practically 22,000,000 that
are not covered. then the 2,000,000 will have to be taken care of by
the Federal Government directly.

Senator Kigore. In some way.

Senator L.tcas. Not directly?

Senator Kiwcor:. Throuch the State.

Senator Lucas. T am talking about money.

Senator KiLcore. The money will come from the Federal Govern-
ment.

Senator Ltcas. The money end of it will all have to come from the
Federal Government ?

S-nator KiiGore. Yes.

Senator Ltcas. So we are taking care of, by the Federal Govern-
ment. 45 percent of the total that will be unemployed on that basis.

Senator KiLeore. There is a certain amount of selfemployed in
there that are not covered. There are a great number of agricultural
workers 1n that working force that are not covered. I think I have
a detail of 1t.

S-nator Byro. Have you made any allowances for them in this es-
timate of cost’

Senator KiLcore, Yes: that has all been taken into consideration.

Senator Byrp. Is that itemized for the benefit of the committee?

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Senator Byrp. How much is allowed for liberalizing laws?

Senator KirLcore. That was all taken into consideration.

Senator Byrn. That can all be itemized ?

S-nator Kircore. Yes.

Senator Lucas. Have you a break-down of it?

Senator KiLcore. Senator Lucas, let me give you the complete break-
down here. Your total labor force for the average week in 1944 was
64.200.000.

Senator Byro. How manv were employed? You do not mean 64,-

000.000 were actually employed ?

Senator Tarr. That includes the Army and everything.

Senator KiLcore. That includes the Army. That includes all the
employees now. »

Senator Lucas. Senators, too?

Senator KiLcore. Yes. You had an unemployment figure of 800,000
in the United States in 1944. You employed labor force, therefore,
was 63.400,000, including the armed forces—all of them, of which
there were 11.200,000 at that time in the armed forces. The actual
labor force, exclusive of armed forces, was 52,200,000. That was your
your civilian labor force. The groups covered by unemployment
compensation under State unemployment-compensation laws would
cover 29,000,000, and railroad unemployment insurance covers 1,400,-
000, or a total coverage of 30,400,000 workers in the civilian group
out of the 52,000,000, which leaves, as you say, 21,800,000 not covered.

Now, the groups presently not covered are Federal and maritime
employees, 3,300,000. That is the seamen plus the Federal employees.
Employees of small emplo%grs excluded by size of firm, restrictions
ly State laws, 2,000,000. here were 300,000 processing warkers—
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that is, workers in plants which process agricultural products—and
there are 2,200,000 truly agricultural workers who work on farms,
and of course they are not even covered by this bill.

Senator Byrp. You mean there are only 2,000,000 agricultural
workers ¢

Senator KiLcore. Two million two hundred thousand.

Senator Byrp. That is the maximum ?

Senator KiLcore. That is what we have got.

Mr. JacoBsTEIN. That is those who hire themselves out.

Senator KiLcore. It is the employees. I did not understand your
question.

Then you have the employees of State and local governments, 2,900,-
000. Domestic. workers and employees in nonprofit institutions,
1.600,000. Then you have 5,000,000 self-employed farmers and
4.500,000 other self-employed in that group of 21,000,000.

Senator Lucas. What is the total group over which the Federal
Government would have jurisdiction?

Senator Kircore. It is mandatory for the 8.300,000 Federal and
maritime and for the 300,000 processing workers. The rest of it is
optional with the State. As to the 2,000,000 employees of the smaller
cmployers, if the State wants to take them under their protecting
wing and cover them, we will take care of the «ituation.

Senator Byrp. We will take care of all the expenses and the State
will pay nothing?

Scnator KiLcore. They will have to cover them under their own un-
emplovment-compensation laws, and we will make up the difference for
theni: that is, the Federal Government will.

Take the first one, in the State of Mississippi: if they decide they
want to payv them $15 a week for 14 weeks, we will make up the funds
to take care of the rest of them.

Senator Byrp. They have to make their regular payment ?

Senator KiLcore. They have to make their regular payment.

Senator BYrp. The only difference is the Federal workers.
~ Senator KiLgore. Yes. The real difficulty applies to the process-
g workers, who, as you know, were temporary seasonal people largely,
2lll_\'Way,

Senator BarkLeEy. Senator, out of the 52,000,000 who have been
actually employed, exclusive of the Army and Navy. there were a
large number of people who ordinarily would not seek employment
and were not working ordinarily—the young men and women who
left school in order to get the high wages and the older people who
ordinarily would not seek employment: the housewives whose hus-
bands were in the Army and Navy—is there any reliable estimate on
the number of those who will go into the prewar ordinary vocations
or lives and will not be seeking employment in the labor market ?

Senator KiLaore. Well, of course, there are a great number of super-
annuated employees. For instance, in the coal mines we have men of
60 and 70 who will be automatically excluded from the employment
market when the war is over, on the return of the younger men. There
I~ a whole lot of retired railroad employees that came back into the
service who will go out.

Senator BarkLEY. They have not lost their benefits have they ?

. Senator Kireore. Noj; they have not lost their benefits. They will
Just go back to where they were before. 1 do not have any accurate
figures on those. ~
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Senator BarkrEY. I have seen various estimates running up to as
much as 4 million.

Mr. JacorsTEIN. From 3 to 5 million.

Senator KirLcore. I think you can get estimates of around 5 million.
Of course, there are a lot of housewives who will go back to being
housewives. There are estimates as to the number of soldiers’ wive:
who are now working in plants and who will go back home and quit
their work altogether.

The employment figure, of course, will be cut below the 64 million.

Senator TArT. Also, if you cut the hours of work from 48 to 40, that
is 5 million jobs. : '

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Sentor HawgkEes. Under this bill, if a civilian worker is unemploye:l
for a vear and vet is registered for employment, he would get 26 weeks
at %25 from the Siate and Federal Governments: is that right?

-Senator KrLcore. No: not necessarily.

Senator Hawkes. T mean if he qualifies.

%enator KiLcore. If he qualifies for the maximum he gets 26 week-
at S25.

Scnator -‘Hawkes. Now then, what I want to get at 13 suppose he
has not gotten any employment by the end of that year, does he come
in for another 26 weeks after that?

Senator Ki1.core. No: I believe every State in the Union, including
the District of Columbia, have an earning period on which they go
back for their base.

Senator Hawges. That is very true. but you also stated that the
States had the power to change this coverage.

Senator KirLcore. If they change their laws to take an additional
advantage here, they are going to have to change their qualifications
and their regulations as to their own people as well as these others.

Senator Tarr. They can pay $50 a week if they want to.

Senator KiLcore. Certainly.

Senator BargLEY. If they extend it to a period beyond the 26 week=
then this law would not apply ? '

Senator KirLgore. That is right.

Senator Hawkes. It would not in a given year, but my point was if
a man stayed out of employment for a whole year, could he then come
in for another part of the 26 weeks?

Senator KiLgore. In some of the States, and I think New Jersey 1-
the same, you are allowed to draw a certain amount which is based
upon previous earnings of employment prior to the time you were
laid off. If he comes in and draws payment for 26 weeks and he gets
no further work for 26 weeks mnore, Ee has no base in there to compute
it upon. You would have to pass a law to get it, because he is paid
under the rules of some States, and all of them have some earning
base that you must go back to.

Senator Lucas. He can be paid 26 weeks compensation at any time
during the 2 years?

Senator KirLcore. He can be paid 26 weeks compensation at any
time during the 2 years if unemployment occurs.

Senator BarkLEY. Suppose after being unemployed, he decides not
to be in a hurry about seeking a job, suppose he registered and the
26 weeks expired, and then he decides to go back to work and he applies
for a job and cannot get one, then does he qualify under this law?
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Senator Kirgore. If I get you clearly, Senator Barkley, you mean
the worker does not apyply for a job.

Senator BARKLEY. Yes.

Senator KiLgore. Of course, if he does not apply for a job, then he
cannot get unemployment compensation.

Senator BargLeY. Not for that period, but suppose he decides he
wants to rest for a while and he will not apply for a job for several
months and then during the 2-year period he does apply and he is
unable to get a job, what would happen in that case? .

Senator KiLcore. There isn’t a State in the Union, including the
District of Columbia, in which any payments under this can start
until he has applied for a job.

Senator BARgLEY. I understand, but suppose he decides to take a
vacation voluntarily ?

Senator KiLcore. Suppose he has a couple of thousand dollars and
he decides he is going to live on that, then under the law he would not
be entitled to it.

Senator BARKLEY. Suppose before the'2-year period is up, he decides
that he wants to resume an occupation, and then seeks employment
wud is unable to obtain it, would he qualify under the bill, if he did
qualify under the State law %

1 Senator KiLcore. He would qualify if he qualified under the State
aw,

Senator BaArrLEY. He doesn’t have to-apply the next day he gets out
of a job in order to get under this bill ?

Senator KmLcore. That is right. The 26 weeks is computed from
the time he is first authorized to draw it. If he can get part-time em-
"lovment, he can be compensated under this law up to $3 more.

For instance, if he gets a part-time job at $15 a week, he can draw
%13 under the law, if he is entitled to $25.

Senator Hawkes. Senator, I want to get clear the point I have in
iind. T do not think I am clear on it myself yet. If a man sought
ciployment and could not get it, he could get 26 weeks under this
lan of yours?

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

Senator Hawkes. Then that 26 weeks is up, and he took a 4-month
rest as Senator Barkley is talking about, and then he got a job for 3
months at the end of a year. My question is, Can he then go back
i the next year and get that part of 26 weeks unemployment com-
pensation that is left up to this period ; up to June 30, 19472 I would
think he could under your bill.

Senator Kmaore. Wait a minute. You say he draws the full 26
weeks the first year?

Senator Hawxkes. Yes; he draws the full 26 weeks the first year..

Senator KiLeore. Then he gets 3 months employment ?

Senator Hawkes. Then he lays off for a few months and then he
works for 8 months.

Senator Kreore. He works for 3 months and gets laid off again?

Senator Hawkes. Yes.

Senator KiLgore. That would depend upon the law in the State
Where it occurs. In other words, let us put that same man in the State
of New Jersey.

Senator Hawxkes. Yes. -

Senator Kiaore. Where he gets $22 for 26 weeks. Now, if he could
qualify for anything under the law of the State of New J erscy and

-
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they paid him their share, the Federal Government would be required
under the law to go ahead and pay him the difference.

Senator Lucas. I thought under this bill we could only pay a maxi-
mum of 26 weeks. Under your last answer, we pay the 26 weeks and
the man lays off for some months and then works 3 months and goes
back and applies for a job after he has been laid off again, and he
cannot get it then he gets more compensation.

Senator KILGORE. %ou have to work a base period before you start
drawing again on your earnings, where the pay-roll tax would have
justified the payment of the further unemployment compensation.

Senator Tarr. In nearly every State you have to go back to work
for a while before you can draw a second compensation.

Senator KiLcore. That is right. .

Senator Hawxkes. If he works 3 months, I think that will establish
a right under this law, at least under New Jersey law.

Senator KiLcore. It is covered here in the words of the agreement.

Any such agreement shall provide for supplementing the amount of compensa-
tion payable to any individual during his benefit year in such amount that com-
pensation will not be denied to any individual by reason of exhaustion of his
) benefit rights until he has been paid an amout of compensation equal to 26 times
g his adjusted weekly benefit amount.

Senator Hawxkes. That is in his benefit year.

Senator KiLcore. That is in his benefit year.

Senator Hawkes. Therefore, if he goes to the next year and 1if he
establishes the conditions or complies with the conditions required by
the State, he can come back again?

Senator KiLcore. If he has established another benefit year under
the State law it would apply to him.

Senator HaAwkEes. That is the point I wanted to bring out.

Senator BArRRLEY. So a given individual during a given period
might draw 52 weeks supplementary compensation out of the Federal
Government / '

Senator KiLcore. I donot see how he could under the law.

Senator BArgLEY. If the State law permitted him to have two
periods of unemployment for which he was paid.

Senator KiLcore. Yes.

The CrairmaN. We have gone a litle past 1 o’clock. We might
meet at 2: 30.

Senator Lucas. I would like to have a little further explanation of
that on his return.

Senator K1Lcore. Senator Lucas, I said at the outset that a social-
security representative, the. Chairman of the Board. would come up
here and go into the details of all of the States and its application.
He will be available tomorrow and he will go into all of these technical
details of the administration.

" The CHairmAN. The committee will recess until 2: 30. :

. (The exhibits submitted by Senator Kilgore are as follows:)
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(Source: War Manpower Commission, August 22, 1945)
UNEMPLOYMENT 104547

Unemployment. is expected to increase sharply over levels prevailing during the
_ war period. JIndications are that unemplovment will climb throughout the re-
¥ mainder of 1945 and 1946 and reach a level of 8.6 million in the last quarter of
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1946. A reversal in trend is expected in 1947 with unemployment dropping to
7.7 million in the second quarter of 1947. Estimates of unemployment by quar-
ters are shown below:

{Quarterly averages in millions]

Quarters 1945 1946 1947
L e e e e e e ——m—m e mm—m—— e emmmem oo ee e c——— e 6.0 8.5
) RN SIOIUN PPN 8.5 7.7
3.4 LA PO
DN e e e ecm e memmece— e e e ee————m—m—mc———————— 5.0 8.6 | oo

These estimates are based on the explicit assumrpticn that there will be no
Government outlay for goods and services not needed in its regular activities,
i. ¢., the Government will not participate in the economy for the purpose of creating
jobs. The estimates are further based on the assumption that only about 115 to 2
millicn of the ““emergency war workers’’ (housewives, students, older people, etc.)
will still remain in the labor force by the middle of 1947. The net strength of the
armed forces will drop-to 7.2 million by the second quarter of 1946 to 4.0 million
by the fourth quarter of 1946, and 3.0 million by the second quarter of 1947.

Agricultural employment will expand because many of the servicemen who will
be released from the armed services will wantsto return to the farms. Further,
many of the workers employed during tke wartime in such activities as shipbuild-
ing and aircraft who came from rursl areas will be returning to farm work as
industrial jobs become limited. This increase in agriculture employment does not
nccessarily imply an increase in output but rather represents a considerable
degree of underemployment.

In the construction industry there will be a strong upward trend throughout this
period, reaching a level of 2 million by the second quarter of 1947, Employment
in ~uch activities as trade and service will increase over prewar levels in the same
proportion as the increase in the total labor force. The levels of employment in
transportation and public utilities, although lower than wartime peaks, are assumed
1o he at levels considerably above those existing before the outbreak of the war.
I'ederal Government employment is expected to drop rapidly and by the second
quarter of 1947 will total about 1 million less than on VJ-day.

LxuiBit Ib.—Actual volume of munitions production and war construction in June
and July 1946, and estimated volume ! from August 1946 through June 1946 ?

1945 1946
Au. | Sep- | Oc- | No- | De- | First | Seer
June YJuly Y| : st tem- | to- | vem-| cem- | quar- uar-
gu ber | ber | ber | ber | ter qter
Munitions and war construction, total__| 13.4 { 11.5 { 10.0 | 4.0| 3.3 3.0| 26| 2.3 1.8
Munitions, total ... ... 1271109] 9.5] 36| 3.0 28| 24| 2.2 1.8
Adreraft ... 31} 2.7] 2.4 .41 .3 .31 .3 .4 .4
Ships, total ... ... 22| 1.8] 1.8} 15| 2| L2 .9 .8 .6
Construetion. .. ..o 1.6 1.2} 1.2 .9 6 .6 .3 .2 .1
Maintenance and repair. . ... _____. 6 .6 .6 6 6 .6 .6 .6 .5
Guns and fire control . ________...___. h 6 .4 3| . T -
Ammunition ... 1.7 1.5] 11 .3
Combat and motor vehicles_._._.________. .2 1.0 .7 .1 6 5 .5 4 3
ommunications and oclectrical equip-
Ment. ..o 8] 7| .6] .2
Other equipment and supplies. ... ______. 3.1] 28} 2.6{ 10 .9 .8 .7 .6 .5
War construetion, total..____.._.___...._..... 71 6| .8 .4| .3| .2| .2\ .1l|..._.

q ! Volume of production and construction is stated in terms of quarterly rates, measured in billions of
ollars with unit costs standardized at . un: 1945 levels. ) *

! Forecasts are preliminary and subject to revision, but represent the best judgment of the procurement
8gencies as of Aug. 14, 1945,

Source: Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion.
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ExnmBiT Ic.—War bites deeply into erpanding United Slates oulpul, seasonally
adjusted annual rates

[Billions of dollars)

(}ovem-(l G Govern-
Gross |ment an overn- Gross ment and{ Govern-
. private | ment war private (ment war
Period 3?35’3&' nonwar | expendi- Period g’:ﬂ;’g&l nonwar | expendi-

expendi- tures expendi- | tures
tures * tures *

1939: I1st half.______ 86.0 84.8 1.2 |} 1942: I1st half_.___.._ 139.1 103.8 35.3
24 half.____.. 91.2 89.7 1.5 2d half___.... 163.9 100. 2 63.7
1940: 1st half_______ 04.2 92. 4 1.8 || 1943: I1st half_.____. 183.2 102.7 80.5
2d half . _____. 100.0 96.3 3.7 2d half___.._. 192.3 107.8 84.5
1941: I1st half_._____ 113.1 103.8 9.3 || 1944: 1sthal....._. 197.4 110.0 87.4
2d half _____. 127.9 110.6 17.3 2d half. ...... 200. 1 114.9 85.2

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, April 1944 and February 1945.

ExuaiBit In.—Labor force !

(In thousands])
M : Employ- Unemploy-
onth and year Labor force ment ment Armed forces
March 1941 o cieaeaes 53, 150 48, 0600 5, 950 1, 200
Mareh 1942 . e 56, 160 50, 230 3, 230 2,700
March 1943 e 60, 200 51, 230 1, 060 8, 000
March 1944 e 62, 160 50, 490 870 10, 800
March 1945 e 63, 660 50, 830 830 12, 000

1 Excludes estimated number of persons in institutions.
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, except for armed forces (BLS).

ExnuisiT 11
FuLL EMPLoYMENT—TBHE FirstT OBJECTIVE OF DoMEsTIC PoLIcYy

In the week of August 6, the pace of world events was dramatically accelerated,
first by the use of the most deadly weapon known to man, the atomic bomb, and
secondly, by Russia joining her allies in the war against Japan. These two
developments have made imminent the end of World War II. e can no longer
afford any delay in putting our house in order, either for political and military
security throughout the world or for economic security at home.

Congress and the Executive have already taken some major steps for achieving
international security. The development of the atomic bomb demands that these
steps be implemented rapidly since the consequences of war have become in-
credibly devastating. '

On the domestic front little progress has been made toward achieving economic
security. Piecemeal measures have been taken both by the executive and legis-
lative.” But the pressing task of achieving a smooth transition to a stable post-
war economy of full employment has hardly been begun. The fate of the American
economy, and in fact of world peace, depends on whether we in the United States
move forward rapidly into full employment and economic security. Upon
Congress rests the responsibility of enacting a legislative program which will
insure our progress toward this goal.

In order to formulate and carry out such a legislative program, we must appraise
the current status of our economy and recognize the magnitude of the economic
tasks ahead. The American economy has never provided stable full employment
under modern conditions of high labor productivity and mass production. A
review of economic conditions between the First and Second World Wars makes
this clear. The First World War ended with an unstable price structure, followed
by a disorganization of agriculture. By 1926, when many thought economic con-
ditions were booming, the great construction industries began to decline, and with-
in 3 years the steady depression, new industrial developments, and an expanding
labor force continued to raise the level of output needed for full emgloyment.
Thus in 1939, although we reached the production level of 1929, there were
7,000,000 more unemployed. Although the problems of a stable peacetime full
employment economy remained unsolved between the two world wars, we were
learning more and more about the workings of our economic system and the tech-
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niques of stabilizing it. During this war, we have learned about the great capacity
of our economy during the impact of Government action and national necessity.

Today we are faced with the task of creating millions of new job opportunities
and of substituting a large consumer market for the huge war purcha<es of the
I'ederal Government. Over 9,000,000 veterans must be absorbed into peacetime
procuction.  An additional 9,000,000 war workers directly engaged in munitions
industries also must find peacetime employment. Steel, coal, agriculture, and
other basic industries not engaged in the production of munitions, face depression
and unemployment unless thriving construction and consumer-goods industries
replace munitions industries. Ever rising industrial productivity and an expand-
ing labor force have set much higher the levels of production at which full employ-
ment can be achieved. If full employment is to be attained in the postwar period
production will have to be at least two-thirds higher than it was in 1929 or 1939,
and 15,000,000 more jobs will have to be provided than were provided in the last
prewar year of 1939.

There are some of short memory who today urge on the Federal Government a
do-nothing policy toward insuring full employment. Such a policy would ignore
the accumulated problems which were not solved between the First and Second
World Wars and the lessons derived from this war. Within 5 years such a
policy—or lack of policy—would confront this country with an economic crisis far
more severe than all previous ones. Such a crisis would not only jeopardize
internal economice stability, but might well threaten world peace if the most power-
ful of all industrial nations faltered and went into a economic tailspin.

Extensive Federal action is essential at this time: First, to meet the Federal
(Giovernment’s responsibility in recognized areas of public interest such as social
~ccurity, health, education, housing, and community services; but even more, to
a-sure job opportunities through flourishing business activity. This may involve
many new measures but represents no break with the heritage which made us a
creat nation. It is an American tradition that the Government, representing all
the people, takes the economic steps necessary for the country to fulfill its destiny
as a growing and prosperous nation. This tradition dates back to the first com-
merce acts after the Revolution, the homestead acts of the reconstruction period,
the great banking and antitrust acts at the turn of this century, and the agricul-
tural, financial, labor, and social security legislation of the 1930’s.

THE ECONOMIC BILL OF RIGHTS AS SET FORTH BY THE LATE PRESIDENT FRANKLIN
DELANO ROOSEVELT

No one better recognized and understood the Government’s fundamental
re-ponsibility for the welfare of its citizens than our late President. On January
11, 1944, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, applying the best of our heritage to the time
when the duties and sacrifices of war would be ended and the Nation could return
to lt'he pursuit of peacetime prosperity and well-being, set forth a postwar economic
lm l(‘y,

“In our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We
L.ave accepted, so to speak, a second bill of rights under which a new basis of secur-
ity and prosperity can be established for all—regardless of station, race, or creed.

“"Among these are—

*“The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries, or shops or farms
or mines of the Nation;

*“The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation;

“The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will
give him and his family a decent living;

‘““The right of every %usinessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of
freedom from unfair competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad;

“The right of every family to a decent home;

“c’{‘lllle rligﬁlt to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy
£ood health;

“The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness,
accident, and unemployment;

“The right to a good education. ,

“All of these rights spell security. And after this war is won we must be pre-
pired to move forward, in the implementation of these rights, to new goals of
human happiness and well-being.

“America’s own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully
these and similar rights have been carried into practice for our citizens, for unless
there is security here at home there cannot be lasting peace in the world.”

In the election campaign of 1944, the leaders of both parties reaffirmed the
obligation of the Federal Government as the instrument of all the people to
guarantee postwar domestic prosperity and economic security.
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EXmiBIT Ie.—War bites deeply into erpanding United Slates oulpul, seasonally
adjusted annual rates

[Billions of dollars)

(‘.ovom-d G QGovern-
Gross |ment an overn- Gross |ment and{ Govern-
. private | ment war private |ment war
Period ;‘:.2;’3&1 nonwar | expendi- Perfod "':3’(;’3:: nonwar | expendi-

expendi-| tures p expendf- | tures
tures - * tures *

1939: Ist half______. 86.0 84.8 1.2 ]| 1942: 1st half..____. 139.1 103.8 35.3
2d half. _____. 91.2 89.7 1.5 2d half_______ 163.9 100. 2 63.7
1940: 1st half______. 04.2 92. 4 1.8 || 1043: I1st half._____. 183. 2 102. 7 80.5
2d balf______. 100. 96.3 . 3.7 2d half. ___._. 182.3 107.8 84.5
1941: 1st half_______ 113.1 103. 8 9.3 ] 1944;: 1st half_..____ 197. 4 110.0 87.4
ad half ______ 127.9 110.6 17.3 2d half_ ______ 200.1 114.9 85.2

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, S8urvey of Current Business, April 1944 and February 1945.

ExuiBiT Ip.—Labor force !

(In thousands]
* Empl Unempl
mploy- nemploy-
Month and year Labor force ment ment Armed forces
March 1941 el 83, 150 46, 000 5, 950 1, 200
March 1942 e 56, 160 50, 230 3, 230 2,700
March 1943 . o 60, 290 51, 230 1, 060 8, 000
March 1944 o 62, 160 50, 490 870 10, 800
March 1945 . . el 63, 660 50, 830 830 12, 000

1 Excludes estimated number of persons in institutions.
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, except for armed forces (BLS).

Exnaisir 11
FoLuL EMPLOYMENT—THE FirsT OBJECTIVE OF DoMESsTIC PoLiCY

In the week of August 6, the pace of world events was dramatically accelerated,
first by the use of the most deadly weapon known to man, the atomic bomb, and
secondly, by Russia joining her allies in the war against Japan. These two
developments have made imminent the end of World War II. e can no longer
afford any delay in putting our house in order, either for political and military
security throughout the world or for economic security at home.

Congress and the Executive have already taken some major steps for achieving
international security. The development of the atomic bomb demands that these
steps be implemented rapidly since the consequences of war have become in-
credibly devastating. '

On the domestic front little progress has been made toward achieving economic
security. Piecemeal measures have been taken both by the executive and legis-
lative. But the pressing task of achieving a smooth transition to a stable post-
war economy of full employment has hardly been begun. The fate of the American
economy, and in fact of world peace, depends on whether we in the United States
move forward rapidly into full employment and economic security. Upon
Congress rests the responsibility of enacting a legislative program which will
insure our progress toward this goal.

In order to formulate and carry out such a legislative program, we must appraise
the current status of our economy and recognize the magnitude of the economic
tasks ahead. The American economy has never provided stable full employment
under modern conditions of high labor productivity and mass production. A
review of economic conditions between the First and Second World Wars makes
this clear. The First World War ended with an unstable price structure, followed
by a disorganization of agriculture. By 1926, when many thought economic con-
ditions were booming, the great construction industries began to decline, and with-
in 3 years the steady depression, new industrial developments, and an expanding
labor force continued to raise the level of output needed for full em{:loyment.
Thus in 1939, although we reached the production level of 1929, there were
7,000,000 more unemployed. Although the problems of a stable peacetime full
employment economy remained unsolved between the two world wars, we were
learning more and more about the workings of our economic system and the tech-
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niques of stabilizing it. During this war, we have learned about the great capacity
of our economy during the impact of Government action and national necessity.

Today we are faced with the task of creatin% millions of new job opportunities
and of substituting a large consumer market for the huge war purchases of the
l'~deral Government. Over 9,000,000 veterans must be absorbed into peacetime
production.  An additional 9,000,000 war workers directly engaged in munitions
industries also must find peacetime employment. Steel, coal, agriculture, and
other basic industries not engaged in the production of munitions, face depression
and unemployment unless thriving construction and consumer-goods industries
replace munitions industries. Ever rising industrial productivity and an expand-
ing labor force have set much higher the levels of production at which full employ-
ment can be achieved. If full employment is to be attained in the postwar period
production will have to be at least two-thirds higher than it was in 1929 or 1939,
and 15,000,000 more jobs will have to be provided than were provided in the last
prewar year of 1939.

There are some of short memory who today urge on the Federal Government a
do-nothing policy toward insuring full employment. Such a policy would ignore
the accumulated problems which were not solved between the First and Second
World Wars and the lessons derived from this war. Within 5 years such a
policy—or lack of policy—would confront this country with an economic crisis far
more severe than all previous ones. Such a crisis would not only jeopardize
internal economic stability, but might well threaten world peace if the most power-
ful of all industrial nations faltered and went into a economic tailspin.

Extensive Federal action is essential at this time: First, to meet the Federal
GGovernment’s responsibility in recognized areas of public interest such as social
~ccurity, health, education, housing, and community services; but even more, to
a-sure job opportunities through flourishing business activity. This may involve
many new measures but represents no break with the heritage which made us a
creat nation. It is an American tradition that the Government, representing all
the people, takes the economic steps necessary for the country to fulfill its destiny
as a growing and prosperous nation. This tradition dates back to the first com-
merce acts after the Revolution, the homestead acts of the reconstruction period,
the great banking and antitrust acts at the turn of this century, and the agricul-
tural, financial, labor, and social security legislation of the 1930’s.

THE ECONOMIC BILL OF RIGHTS AS SET FORTH BY THE LATE PRESIDENT FRANKLIN
) DELANO ROOSEVELT

No one better recognized and understood the Government’s fundamental
responsibility for the welfare of its citizens than our late President. On January

11, 1944, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, applying the best of our heritage to the time

when the duties and sacrifices of war would be ended and the Nation could return
to 1t‘he pursuit of peacetime prosperity and well-being, set forth a postwar economic
policy.,

“In our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We
have accepted, so to speak, a second bill of rights under which a new basis of secur-
ity and prosperity can be established for all—regardless of station, race, or creed.

" Among these are—

“The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries, or shops or farms
or mines of the Nation;

*“The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation;

_“The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will
tive him and his family a decent living;

*The right of every businessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of
frecedom from unfair competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad;

““The right of every family to a decent home;

;inﬁe rligﬁlt to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy
#ood health;

“The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness,
fccident, and unemployment;

“The right to a good education. (

“All of these rights spell security. And after this war is won we must be pre-
pured to move forward, in the implementation of these rights, to new goals of
human happiness and well-being.

"'America’s own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully
these and similar rights have been carried into practice for our citizens, for unless
there is security here at home there cannot be lasting peace in the world.”

In the election campaign of 1944, the leaders of both parties reaffirmed the
obligation of the Federal Government as the instrument of all the people to
guarantee postwar domestic prosperity and economic security.
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AN ECONOMIC PROGRAM FOR THE RECONVERSION AND POSTWAR PERIOD

In an endeavor to define an over-all program which would meet the immediat.
economic problems of the reconversion and postwar period, Senator Pepper
joined me in outlining a series of fundamental steps. We then consulted with
many of our Senate colleagues, in fact, over two dozen, who welcomed this program
and made valuable suggestions for its improvement. A number of them endorsed
it in detail; others gave their wholehearted approval to its general objectives and
expressed interest in further study of its details. Some of these discussions have
been publicized widely and sympathetically in the press in reports which have
covered partially the points of the proposed legislative program.

The outline presented here, which is based on the original outline prepared by
Senator Pepper and myself and which embodies many subsequent suggestions,
has the full approval of many of our colleagues. Because the recess made it
impossible to consult with the many other Senators who previously indicated
their interest in this type of program, I have not attempted at this time to li-t
the names of those who have studied and approved it. This outline is put
forward as a suggestion of the tvpes of Federal action which will be needed to
provide the prosperity and economic security which are our goals. It is my hope
that it will be a contribution to the urgent public discussions and that it will, in
some appropriate form, be carried out by the Congress when it reconvenes.

1. Clearly establish the responsibility of the Federal Government for guaranteeing
the econnmic bill of rights to all Americans.—In addition to declaring this responsi-
bilitv, provide for the development and collection of economic data basic to the
formulation of full-employment programs, including an immediate census of
emplovment and business opportunities.

2. Guarantee equal opportunity to all .Americans.— Assure that Americans shall
not be discriminated against becau=e of race, color, political, or religious creed
in exercising their political and economic rights.

3. Provide war veterans with full securitu, training, medical care, and job oppor-
tu=ities.— The soundest guaranty of jobs for veterans is a successful national full-
emplovment program. In addition, increase veterans’ maintenance, training,
and unemployment compensation. Make special provision for improving vet-
erans’ mediecal care, social security, housing, etc., in all major economie and social
lexisiation. Strengthen Federal executive and legislative bodies concerned with
veterans’ problems and provide continuous scrutiny of such problems.

4. Provide emergency reconversion measures geared to full employment.—Through
the Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion, dovetail completed or curtailed
war contracts with the release of men, materials, and facilities for peacetime
production, including needed community and resource development for which
funds should be appropriated at once. Facilitate absorption of war veterans
and movement of workers to peacetime production by an improved United States
Emplovment Service and payment of transportation costs to migrant workers.
Protect returning veterans and war workers and maintain high national pur-
chasing power through price control, emervency unemployment compensation,
and wage rates increased through free collective bargaining to offset loss of pay
from return to the normal workweek.

5. Continue a stable and profitable agriculture at high production levels.—Con-
tinue into peacetime wartime production and minimum price guaranties. Pro-
vide rural communities with adequate health, education, and other facilities
and help farmers adopt the most advanced production techniques. Provide
programs of loans and other assistance to small farmers and make provision for
farm tenants and laborers displaced by mechanization.

6. Create expanded opportunities for business.—Assure adequate credit facilities
and s» dispose of surplus goods as to expand production and in particular assist
emall business and local industry: also strengthen other Federal activities con-
cerned with small business and local industry. Provide expanded technical and
informational services for business. Stimulate business activity by freeing it
from the restrictive effects of cartels and monopolies.

7. Guarantee a high level of scientific research activity in the interests of all the
people.—Provide for continued and expanded Federal support of research in
national defense, health and medical care, basic science, and all other programs
in the public interest which are not being carried out by commercial and non-
profit institutions. Provide for democratic control of all Federal research pro-
grams, by havine the men in charge full-time Government employees directly
responsible to the President and the Congress. Through free publication and
Government ownership of patents, guarantee that the results of federally finaneed
research will not be perverted to private ends by monopolies and other interests
at the expense of the common good.
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8. Promote a high wage level insuring the continued expansion of industrial and
ngricultural production.—Centralize Federal activities concerned with labor wel-
fare. Do not weaken any present guaranties of collective bargaining rights
Raise minimum wage-hour standards and broaden their coverage and through
collective bargaining prcmote adoption of the annual wage.

9. Erpand foreigh trade to provide jobs and an increasingly high standard of
living al home and abroad.—Expand our commercial and agricultural foreign
trade service, and initiate a system of insured private capital loans and invest-
ments abroad. In addition to Bretton Woods and Export-Import Bauk programs,
provide long-term loans for foreign rehabilitation and industrial development
icading to increased trade with the United States.

10. Institute a national housing program insuring a large and sustained volume

f private and public construction.—Provide large annual construction of housing
to climinate slums and make available low-cost homes to middle-income groups
whose needs have not hitherto been adequately met by public or private con-
struction.
-11. Stabilize at high levels construction of community facililies.—Fublic con-
struction should not be considered as compensatory for, nor dependent and fol-
lowing upon, failure of private employment in various industries, but should be
appraised as a necessary continuing aspect of full employment and national
welfare. Therefore provide funds immediately and formulate programs for
health centers, hospitals, schools, libraries, roads, airports, river and harbor
development, ete.

12. Establish a national health program and broaden the soctal-securily system.—
Provide adequate medical care and protect all Americans from the financial
loss and hardships incident to illness, accident, unemployment, old age, and death.

13. Create addiiional educaiional and iraining opportunities for all Americuns.—
Proviae Federal aid to education, as well as scholarships and fellowships designed
to expand the Nation's scientific and medical personne!.

11. Promole the development and balanced use of natural resources with a view to
expanding indusirial, agricultural, and employment opportunitiex.—Fstablish coordi-
nated regional resource development programs, and programs developing and
stabilizing at high levels coal and other minerals production. Give immediate
financial support to resource improvements already planned.

15. Adopt a fiscal policy geared to full employment.— Pass tax measures which
will be genuine incentives to business expansion rather than to more profit accumu-
lation, promote purchasing power of the lowest income groups through exemptions,
and reduce the great concentration of wealth which has been accelcrated during the
war,

LEGISLATIVE IMPLEMENTATION

Such an over-all legislative program should be impiemented and put into effect
within 1 year after VJ-day if Congress is to discharge fully its responsibility with
respect to our domestic and international security. Certain features of this
program are immediately urgent; in fact, they are behind schedule, as for example
provision for the human aspects of reccnversion. For some features of the pro-
gram, no legislation has as yet been drafted. A major task lies ahead for the
(Congress.

ExHiBIT 111

I. Provisions of emergency reconversion unemployment compensation bill.—
Section 1 of this bill creates a new title in the 1944 Reconversion Act containing
the following items:

1. Section 701 (a) : The reconversion period is defined as the period from the
fifth Monday after the date of enactment to June 30, 1947, inclusive.

2. Section 701 (b) : State is defined to include the District of Columbia, Alaska,
and Hawaii.

3. Section 701 (c) : Compensation is defined to be cash payments to individuals
for unemployment, exclusive of payments for dependents.

4. Section 701 (d) : State weekly benefit amount is defined to be the amount
payable for a week of total unemployment under a State unemployment com-
pensation law, exclusive of dependents’ benefits.

5. Section 701 (e): Adjusted weekly benefit amount is defined to be the sum
of the State weekly benefit amount and the supplementary benefit for a week
of total unemnloyment payable under this act.

6. Section 702 (a) : The Director of the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version is authorized to make agreements with a State or a State unemployment

-
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compensation agency so that the State agency can make compensation pay-
ments as authorized by sections 702 (b) and (c).

7. Section 702 (b) (1) : The agreement shall provide supplementary benefits,
out of Federal funds, to any eligible unemployed workers entitled to benefits
under a State law so that each worker is entitled to benefits for 26 weeks. This
provision leaves unchanged the varying qualifying requirements of the different
State laws that provide every claimant who meets the State’s qualifying re-
quirement shall receive benefits for the duration to which he is entitled under
the State law supplemented so that he will not exhaust his benefits until he has
been paid an amount of benefits equivalent to benefits for 26 weeks of total un-
employment in a benefit year. Thus, in my own State of West Virginia, where
each worker with annual earnings of $300 or more is eligible for benefits for u
duration up to 21 weeks, S. 1274 would give him the right to at least 5 more
weeks of benefit.

8. Section 702 (b) (2): The agreement shall provide for the raising of the
maximum weekly benefit amount to $25 by extending the relationship between
benefits and wages now included in State unemployment compensation laws.
This paragraph in the bill provides that the supplementary payment shall be
such as is necessary to provide an adjusted weekly benefit amount up to a
maximum of $25 to an individual entitled to the maximum State weekly benefit
amount payable under the State unemployment compensation laws in which
the maximum is less than $25.

The adjusted maximum is to b+ determined by an appropriate extension of the
method used under the State unemplovment-compensation law in determining
State weekly benefit amounts of individuals entitled to less than the maximum.

The bill does not provide for paying each eligible unemployed employee :
uniform amount of $25 a week. Benefits would still be related to the person’s
previous wages and would not be modified in any respect except to give recognition
to the fact that many persons now receive low benefits solely because of the low
ceilings on benefits which can be paid. Thus. in a State like Tennessee, which
pays benefits approximately one-half of an individual's previous weekly wage,
at the present a person earning $30 or more per week can only get $15 per week
in benefits. Under this bill not a single cent more would be paid to any eligible
unemployed individual in Tennessee earning less than $30 per week. But a per-
son earning $40 per week in Tennessee would get $20 per week in benefits in-
stead of the present $15. An individual earning $50 or more in wages per week
would receive $25 per week of total unemployment.

Another example of the effect of enactment into law is my own State of Wex!
Virginia. The maximum weekly benefit amount in West Virginia is now $20
based on annual earnings of $1,800 or more. This bill would raise the maximum
for any worker with annual earnings of $1,800 to earnings of $2,700 or more

In a State using a percentage of high quarterly wages to compute the weekly
benefit rate, the maximum provided will merely be raised to $25 and the same
percentage used in computing the amounts above the existing maximum; in «
State using a table in its lo>ws to compute benefit rates, the table will be ex-
tended by a continuation of the relationship between wages and benefits already
incorporated to a ceiling of $25.

The following table illustrates the total amount which would be paid under
the bhill to an unemployed person in a particular State which now provides bene-
fits of one-half of wages up to a ceiling of $15. No change would be made in
the amount of benefits paid to individuals below the maximum paid by the
State.

TasLe 1.—Illustrative unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which al th
present time provides bencfils of 60 percent of wages up to a marimum of 815 per
week

Total Amount

benefit Amount aid by

Average weekly wage of unemployed individual (State paid by ‘ederal

plus State Qovern-

Federal) ment

.................................................................. $10 $10 $0
% .................................................................. 15 15 0
$40 e iieeeeesemseee-is-sssmmmmeeammcc-esmesesesmseseo==s 20 15 ]
$50 ... . o eenee- e e e aecemtmieemmemm—mmemaaaaan 25 15 10
$60 OF INOT@ - - - .o o ooceceemecamcceoc asseamcsenmesmnococeosmanenxs 25 15 10
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For a State which now pays 60 percent of wages up to a ceiling of $20, the

bill would work out as shown in the following table:

TaBLE 2.—Illustrative unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which at the
presenl time provides benefils of 60 percenl of wages up to a maximum of $20 per

week

Amount

f&’ﬁ]stt’f&' Amount | paid by

Average weekly wage of unemployed individual Tas paid by Federal

p State Govern-

Federal) ment

20 e i m e e e imictmecamccmmescmeoimac—maeen $12 $12 $0
830 e eemc e ccec & e mccc e cccaecccseccemcceeccecmsca.mceacameone 18 18 0
S0, e ececcdcsacee-cesceccevecmamm-eeccceacecacmmenem——n 24 20 4
850, . e eieceecccecimmeieececesccmecammccescecacccma—a= 25 20 5
LU0 ) g 1 011) o - SRR 25 20 5

9. Section 702 (b) (3): The agreement shall provide for paying unemploy-
ment compensation to Federal and Maritime employees, as if their service
were included under the unemployment compensation law of the District of
Columbia and shall provide for the payment to agricultural processing employees
of unemployment compensation under the provisions of the respective State
laws. The benefits payable to Federal and Maritime employees would be the
same as those payable to other workers covered by the District of Columbia law
and supplemented on the same terms as to duration of benefits and as to maxi-
mum aniount provided above.

10. Section 702 (¢) (1) : Any State entering into an agreement may include
in it provision for payment of compensation on the basis of of adjusted weekly
benefit amounts which do not exceed $23 and not in execess of two-thirds of
previous weekly earnings. Thus, a State is given the option of liberalizing its
bhenefit payments below the $25 ceiling. However, no individual may receive
benefits of more than two-thirds of his weekly wages, and in no case above $25.

For a State which elects to pay up to two-thirds of wages up to a ceiling
of $25 per week, the bill would work out as shown in the following table:

TaBLE 3.—Illustrative unemployment benefits under the bill tn a State which at the
. present time provides benefils of 50 percent of wages up to a maximum of $1§ per

week and which under the bill tncreases ils payments lo 66% percent of wages up
to @ marimum of $§25 per week

Totﬂl A n.lount

. benefit Amount aid by

Average weekly wage of unemployed individual (State plus paid by edceral

Federal) State Governe

ment

D LS $6. 66 $5 $1. 66
B e o e ———————— e 13.33 10 3.33
830 e e e e e————————— 20, 00 15. 5.00
B e e e . 25.00 15 10,00
S 25,00 15 10. 00
ULV 1 0] S 25.00 15 10. 00

11. Section 702 (¢) (2) provides that any State may include in the agree-
ment provision for the payment of compensation to any individuals who would
be entitled to compensation under the State unemployment compensation law
who are now excluded by reason of any provision of law defining employment
or hy any provision limiting coverage based on pay roll, number of employees
of the duration, or frequency of employment. Such compensation must be in
the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject to the same conditions as are
row provided in the State law for employees already covered together with the
supplementary benefits under this act. In this way the State may elect to
fover employees in small firms, agricultural employees, domestic-service em-
ployees, employees in nonprofit institutions, State employees if the State so
wishes. A State may elect to cover all or any part of these groups now un-
protected by the law.

12. Section 703: It a State fails to enter into an agreement, or fails to make
bayments specified in section 702 (h), the Director can make the supplementary

76876—45——b&
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payments to individuals. Final determinations of entitlement to such payments
are subject to court review in such manner as provided for old-age insurance in
the Social Security Act. .

13. Section 704: An agreement must provide that unemployment compensa-
tion payable under the State law will not be denied or reduced by reason of any
payment under the agreement or under section 703. No compensation shall be
paid under this agreement based on employment or service under a Federal
unemployment-compensation law.

14. Section 705 (a) : The determination of entitlement to the supplementary
benefits under an agreement shall be subject to review in the same manner ani
to the same extent as determinations under the State unemployment compen-
sation law. This in substance provides the same uniform treatment for the
adjudication of all claims for unemployment compensation payments made by
the State.

15. Section 708 (b) : The administration by the State unemployment compen-
sation agency under an agreement is deemed the part of the administration
of the State unemployment compensation law for the purpose of the adminis-
trative grants under title III of the Social Security Act. The purpose of this
provision is self-evident. It permits the Social Security Board to grant to each
State with an agreement additional funds necessary to finance the State admib-
istrative aspects of the agreement.

16. Section 706: This section provides for the administrative details in pay-
ments to the States.

17. Section 707: Similar to title III of the Social Security Act, the State un-
emploviment compensation agency is to furnish such information to the Director
of the Office of War Mobilization Reconversion as he may find necessary in
carrying out the provisions of the title and such information is deemed as reports
required by section 303 (a) (6) of the Social Security Act.

18. Section 708: Transportation (including that for dependents and household
effects) will be provided by the United States Employment Service to any war
worker displaced in the reconversion period from-his place of employment to
any place at which the United States Employment Service certifies there are
available suitable job opportunities. The cost of this transportation must not
exceed the amount payable to Federal Government employees upon transporta-
tion from one official station to another. The purposes of this provision is to
permit the Federal Government to assist in relieving the burden on local arcas
of unemployment and the burden otherwise placed in State unemployment coin-
pensation funds. These allowances will be discussed later in my testimony.

AMENDMENT OF GI BILL OF RIGHTS

Section 2 of the bill amends the unemployment insurance provisions of the
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (the GI bill of rights) by providing more
adequate unemployment insurance benefits to servicemen. At the present time
a serviceman gets only $20 per week while he is unemployed irrespective of
whether he is a single person or has several dependents. The bill changes this
amount to $25 for all persons and adds $5 per week if the serviceman has any
dependents. The maximum payment under the bill would be $30.

The bill also repeals two restrictive provisions of the existing law. At the ,
present time an individual must have served 9% months or more to be eligihle

. to the full 72 weeks of benefits. For each month of service less than 10 months,

the individual's right to benefits is reduced by 4 weeks. Thus, if an individual
gserved only 90 days, he is entitled to only 24 weeks of benefits. This provision
is unfair to the serviceman with only 90 days' service who has broken his tie-
with his employer and his community and carnnot find a job when he return-
It will be unfair to servicemen who are discharged at the end of the war with
short periods of service and who find themselves unemployed after 24 week-

The bill also remedies the defect in the present law which charges an un-
employed serviceman with a full week of henefits even if he draws only a partial
benefit for a week. Instead of charging the serviceman with weeks of benefit:
toward the total to which he is eligible, the bill charges only the amount of dollars
he has received. This is the customary provision under State unemployment
compensation laws.
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Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws, June 30, 1945 1

Covorage Eligibility Weekly beneflt amount Duratlon of benefits ?
Fraction of M
aximum
Fraction of b::ermggd weeks of
State es used in de- | Denefts for
Minimum size-of-firm coverage (number of Qg:lrl; forb;sue- n{:ﬂg quagrterly Maximum | termining m'i:l un:hng- Maximum an-
workers) B ofis 3 eomlngs or duration ployny nual benefits
schodule
Uw=Uniform for all claim-
ants, othorwise variable
’
Alabama. ... ............ SBormorefn 20 weeks .. .. cieieinececcecmccana- $120 (30X) . o iceeeeeiaanna- Yoo $20 14 20 $400. 00
Alaska. ..o .. lormoreat any time. . .......cecooeeocceroaccaa- 126 (2BX) - e oceecmecacamaes Yoo 16 14 16 256. 00
Arigona. . . ..o ... 3ormorein 20 weekS. .. ..coeiiiiiaeeaeaa-- 70 (14x) 8 _ o ..... 6o 156 114 14 210. 00
Arkansas__._.._............. lormorein 10days. . .o ieiiaieaaanes 66 (22X) . - e, Yoo 15 14 16 240. 00
California . ... ... ....... lor g:ore at atl;y‘tlme and $100 pay roll ineal- | 300 .. ... ... ___. 4o 820 () $23.4 § 468. 00
endar quarter
Colorado........coveueeo.n .| 8ormorein 20 weeks._ _ .. ... . o ceceecaocoao.- 150 (30%) e oo Vs 15 % 16 240. 00
Connectlcut ................ 4ormorein 13 weeKS ... caaaa 240, . log| 8722-28 3 4520 |497440,00-580. 00
Delaware. .................. lormorein 20 weeks. ... . ocuococoeiiaaaa.. 210 (30x). - oo Yag 18 A 22 396. 00
District ot Columbia.......| lormoreatany time.. .. ... ccoceeocaeoaa . 150 26:; .................. 143 720 ¥ 20 400, 00
Florida.. ... ... .......... 8 or more in 20 weeks or $5,000 quarterly payroll.] 150 (30x)._ ... ... ... 8 Lho-Yog 16 Y% 16 240. 00
Georgia.......... ... ... Sormorein 20 weeks. .. ... e omcceaaeo. 100 (25x—40X) 0o ceeonoo .. 8 1{a-Y4e 18 U U 16 288. 00
Hawali ... ... ......_.. lormoreatany time..........ooeouoocmommcaoa-. 150 (30%). _ ... 16 25 U U 20 500, 00
Idabo. ... ... .o...... $78 or more wages gyable in any 1 quarter...... 140 (28x-62%X) . . oo oeennn. ’ 1ig-143 18 Y 17 306. 00
Ilinofs_ . .. ..o ... 6or morein 20 weeks _ ... ... cecccmaao.. .+ Yoo 20 ©® 26 520,00
Indians. ... ...conueeiaana... Sormorein 20 WeekS ...ee e 280 e Yos 20 21 20 400. 00
) 111 £ NN Sormorein 15weeks. ....ccucmeecgucnccacenacen- 00 (18X) - oo oo 14s 18 14 18 324.00
8 or more in 20 weeks or 25 or more in 1 week....| 1000 . Yas 16 14 20 320.00
4 or more in 3 quarters ofipreceding year toeach | 200 ... ______._. 19 16 U U2 320.00
of whom $50 payable in each such quarter; or
8 or more in 20 weeks.
4 or more in 20 weeks s 18 Y 20 360. 00
8 or more in 20 weeks (1) §20 U . U2 4 400. 00
1 or more at any time._... Y 26 520. 00
1 or more in 20 weeks 0 821 o S 23 ¥ 483, 00
8 or more in 20 weeks 0 120-28 U 20 7 400. 00-560. 00
1 or more in 20 weeks (or 8 or more outside cities | 200. ... oo - (oo ... () o 20 ® 2 400. 00
of population of 10,000 or more).
8or g(x)ore In 20 weeks. ... % %x; jooT e Yo ig t’f% U }é gg: 00
................................................ ) ¢ JL IR 8
1 or more in 20 weeks or annual pay roll over $500.| 160 (30X) -« oo ooaooo._ 15 U U 16 240. %

Footnotes at end of table.
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ExmiBir 1Va.—Selccted provisions of State unemployment compensation laws, June 30, 19456'—Continued %
Coverage Eligibility Weekly beneflt amount Duration of henefitg 3
Fraction of
base-period 1‘:{3:},:2%?
State . F’l"‘.(’"i“"t"f ""rl”.i"’*'f benefits for E
Qualifying  base-period nahes used in <€ 1 totnl unem- i
Minimum size-of-irm cover number of N ool quarterly termining Maximaom an
Workel‘s)e age ( g‘rnw&s, for minimum oz:rnimzs or Maximum duration ployment nual benefits g
cne type of o)
schedule =
U =Uniform for all claim- 2,
ants, otherwise variable a
- - _ v
Nebraska.._ ... ._.._._._. 8 or“n}ore in 20 weeks or $10,000 quarterly pay | 200 ... .o iocoenn.- 148 18 14 18 324.00 o
roll.
Nevada........ . __...._.. $225 or more wages payable in 1 quarter_.._.___.. 175 (25%-30x) 12__________.. Y60f 8718-24 720 37 360.M0 g
ﬁew JHampshire ............ 4or (xlnore in 20 weekS. ... .. P20, D (19) y s gg U% sU g? s ggg 88 =
ewJersey... ..o yoaao. [+ R T 160 . e e eeae 2 ) .
New Mexico......o...._... $4i53 (l)g mor‘g wages paid in quarter; or 2 or more | 150 (30X) ... . . e.... 146 15 4 16 240.00 g
weeks.
New York.__._..._...._..... 4ormorein 15dayS. - oo, 300 (30X) - o et 143 2] U U 26 548. 00 9
North Carolina_ ... ... S8ormorein 20 weeKS. oo 130 e e e e (19 20 U U 16 320.00 .
North Dakota.............. 8ormore in 20 WeekS._ - oo ooeeee 140 (28%) 4 o o e eemeeee 143 20 U U 20 400.00 =
Ohlo. .. ... 3ormoreat any time. ..o oo oo 160 M e 8 14g-Lag $21 () - 622 $ 462.00 o]
Oklahoma......_....._.... Bormorein 20 weeKS. oo 120 (20X) - o o oo Y40 18 14 20 360. 00 2
117 {0) « T, 4 or.txtllmore in ltlm:frscggoy in any calendar quarter e e———————- (10) $18 (®) 20 $ 360. 00 3
with pay roll of $500.
Pennsylvania___.___.____.. lormore at ANY tiMe oo oo oo ccecaeans 240 (30%X) < - - e oo eceeaan 14 820 (03 520 4 400. 00 a
Rhode Island . ______._____. dormorein 20 WeeksS. oo oo e 100 - e e cemeane 9 1p-14p 818 ( v . 320.25 5 364. 50 o
ggu:g ga;olina ............. 8 ur 310!‘0 in 20 weekS. oo oo 120 (30X—40X) - - oo l4g §20 . 80U ;g s ?}(2)2 % 2
u N R I I A e £ 163-13; 300.
Tennessez-?f? ................... dg .................................... }'g: (25X-30X) . - - occeeean a ié; ig ® U116 240. 00 o)
TOR8S. .o oooooeoon| oo do. 1 T a0 (a8 LI T6 118 1 1218 324, 00 g
Utah.. ... $140 or more wages payable in 1 quarter____._... 150 (30X) . . o veeeeeccanna- 18 149 16 25 (e - 18 19 18 460. 00
Vermont......._ .. .. 8 or more in 20 weeks. ............ T 180 (30X) - - oo $ Yo-1ég 20 U U2 400.00 P
Virginia__ -2 O 0nmooaiooe LTI 100 (25%) 1oL ITTIII 15 3% 16 200,00 3
Washington._...__.______.__ 1ormoreat any time......oo oo 300 ... ... e gf"; 25 ® 26 650. 00 o—q
West Virginia............._. 8ormorein 20 weeks. ____ ... B00. - - e eeeeee 10 20 U U 21 420.00 O
Wisconsin. ....ceeeeoo...... 6 or more in 18 weeks or annual pay roll of $6,000; | 14 weeks employment. ... ® 20 114 23 460.00 22
also employer with more than $10,000 quar- ’
terly pay roll.
Wyoming. ..o oo ... 1 or more in 20 weeks and $150 or more wWages | 175 (27X) c oo oecceccccoeoans Yo 20 34 20 400.00

payable in 1 quarter or $500 in 1 year.




1 Provisions of State laws Include amendments enacted and reported to
the Burcau of Employment Security through June 30, 1945, Except where
otherwise stated, all amendments will become effective during 1945.

2 In variable-duration States, maximum benefits are limited to the lesser
of a specified fruction of base-period earnings or a specified multiple of the
weekly benefit amount. Except in the following States, the base period is
4 quarters or a calendar year: Arizona—2-year base period may be extended
to include as many as 4 additional gquarters; Missouri—2 years; Oregon—
base period may be extended by not more than 4 quarters if individual has
been incapable of work during greater part of working time in any calendar
quarter ; Wisconsin—duration roughly equivalent to 1 week of benefits to 2
weeks of employment, the maximum depending on continuity of unem-

loyment and a number of previous employers (but not exceeding 23 weeks
ased on employment from same employer). . .

8 Amount shown represents minimum base-period earnings for a claimant
who barely qualifies. In some States, a flat amount is specified in the law
and in others, a specified multiple of the weekly benefit amount. In the
latter States, amount shown is the product of the multiple and the mini-
mum weekly benefit; qualifying earnings would be higher for claimants
receiving a higher weekly benefit rate. Where dependents’ benefits are pro-
vided, the fraction applies to the basic benefit. Qualifying wages must have
been earned in a l-year period in all States except: Arizona—qualifying
wages must have been earned in first 3 of last 4 completed calendar quarters

receding first day of benefit year ; Missouri—2-year base period ; Oregon—

ase period may be extended by not more than 4 quarters if individual
has been incapable of work during greater part of working time in any
calender quarter ; Wisconsin—eligibility requirement is 14 weeks of employ-
ment, and benefits are in ratio of 1 week to 2 weeks of employment.

¢ Effective Jan. 1, 1946. .

s State law provides for reduction if solvency of fund is imperiled.

¢ Duration is determined according to a table of base-period earnings,

contained in the State law.

74 States provide for dependents’ allowances: Connecticut—maximum
primary benefit is $22 ; weekly benefits may be increased $2 for each depend-
ent up to 3. District of Columbia—weekly benefits may be increased §1 for
each dependent of specified tvpes up to 3: same maximum ($20) with or
without dependents. Michigan—primary benefit plus $2 per child depend-

ent up to the lesser of $28 or average weekly wage in high quarter ; maxl-
mum primary benefit is $20. Navada—dependents’ allowances of $3 for
1 or 2 dependents, $6 for 3 or more ; maximum annual benefits not increased,
hence weeks of benefits decreased for claimants with dependents—for ex-
ample, maximum duration is 15 weeks for claimant receiving $24 maximum
weekly payment. .

8 Weekly benefit based upon a weighted table of high-quarter earnings,
contained in the State law. Fractions shown are approximate,

® Wages totaling $100 in 2 quarters, or $200 in base period.

10 Weekly benefit based upon a weighted table of annual earnings con-
tained in the State law.

U Including wages in at least 2 quarters.

138175 if computed weekly benefit is less than $8; 25-30 times weekly
benefit amount if computed weekly benefits is more than $8. Including
earnings of § times the weekly benefit in some quarter other than that of
highest earnings.

13 Benefit amounts which are expressed in days of unemployment in New
York and in 2-week periods in Texas have been converted into weeks.

14 And employment In at least 20 weeks.

' B Duration based on calendar weeks of covered employment in base ‘pe-

riod; 18 weeks’ duration for claimants with 20 weeks of covered employ-
ment ; 19 weeks’ duration for 21-24 weeks of covered employment ; 22 weeks’
duration for over 24 weeks of covered employment.

19 Effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment of weekly bene-
fit amount s.ccordlngi to Bureau of Labor Statistics cost-of-living index;
duration and benefit limits shown are those now applicable. Greatest pos-
sible duration is 19 weeks under the upward adjustment; 28.8 weeks under
the downward adjustment; when no adjustment applies, 23 weeks uniform.
Maximum weekly benefit amount without cost-of-living adjustment is $20
and minimum $5. Total benefits payable during benefit year computed as
23 times normal weekly benefit amount ; hence, under cost-of-living adjust-
ments, duration in weeks varies inversely with weekly benefit amount. Thus
a claimant eligible for the maximum weekly benefit amount and duration
($20 for 23 weeks) would receive, under the upward adjustment and at

resze'?t tlnll‘e. $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the downward adjustment, $17
or weeks.

r
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ExmBir IVb.—Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws as of Dec. 81, 1944, and June 80, 1945

(1944 provisions are in ' From'’ columns and 1045 provisions in ‘To’ columns. An asterisk (*) in ‘‘From' indicates that the provision was not changed in 1945; hence present pro-
vision also applied in 1044)

Size-of-firm coverage ? Weekly benefit amount Duration
Monthly ¢ Initial
sgc(m?l ?l%m?f waltilndg ) Fraction of
urlty | covered perio Fraction of highest quarterly Maximum
regBig:rgnd employ- ' weeks earnings or type of schedule Minimum Maximum bm;lso:l (weeks)
State ment $ From To
(thou- .
sands) From| To From To From To From To From| To |From| To
Total, 51 [20,838.9 |. o oo |emneemcanccciee oot e e e
States.
REGION 1
Connecticut... 625.4 | (*).......] 4in 13 weeks........ ®) 1| Weeeeoeeuoo. %%; dg&endents' $6....| 1$8-812... $22 | 1§22-828.__ 2] 71 18| 20
enefits.
Maine.....__. 172.9 | (™) e e ] B ceeccaaaes () ) B IO T Weighted, annual | $6____| $5.__.___. 18| $20_.._.... ©® U 16 | U2
M atstgachu- 1,363.8 | ().eeo... S Q) B O YO Koo . ... $6...__. 18 | 831 Q) o] 20| 2
setts. -
Nelvlvi Hamp- 106.0 | (*) e o] $eme oot *) ) B I T Weighltgtgis, annual | (*)_..| $6_.__.__.. 18 | $20._ ... ®) U| U18{U2
shire. earnings.
Rhode Island. 231.1 ®) e . S . 1 b J letoUe ! ... ). .. $68.75. . feenaee $18 ... *) 8 table *) |20.25
Vermont__.._. 56.7 2'; ....... - 2‘; 2 2‘; ......... HetoYes? __._._. 2‘;.-- ........ . 16 1 $20....___. 2‘) U é 18| U0
REGION NI-II
Delaware. . __. 82.6 | (®*eea-_. ) o 1 ’g ......... T 1 TR I 7 SO (*) [S$18...___. * ¥ 20| 2
‘New Jersey...11,247.7 | 8. _..___.. S . ) B I (0 D, 143% o eaaen $7. .| 89 .. 18 | $22...._... “ 18| 26
e New York....| 3,835.1 | (*)o...... 4in15days......... d 1 ‘; ......... 7 T A °)...| $10__..__. 18| $21_______. {‘; Ul 020026
Pennsylvania.| 2,700.8 | 1.__._____ latany time.____.__ 2 1] ("), ¥ L S (*)...] 8. 18| $20_._____. . ¢ table 16| 2
REGION IV
District of Co- 180.0 | (®eeencn]aneaa. L+ [ T * ) U I ) R, Ys; dependents’ | (*)...| 98$6-89_...| (*) | $20........ ® %l ® 20
lumbia. benefits.
Maryland.....| 520.8 | 4. ... .| ... s [/ T 1| None | (*)e.eeeee-. 7 Y Y (*)... |87 .. $20 32%1325 lfi ....... Y B 2
- maxi-
mum in-
creases.
North Caro- 5521 | (®)euaaean - S ] ) S I ) R, Weighted, annual | $3_._.| $4.__.___. 15 $20__.___.. ® U (® |U16
lina. earnings.
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Virginfa...._..
West Virginia.

REGION V

Georgia....--.
Mississippi.---
South aro-
lina.

Tennessee.....

REGION VIl

Minnesota. ...
Nebraska. .-

North Dakota.
South Dakota.

Footnotes at end of table.

4 in 3 quarters of pre-
ceding year to
each of whom $50
payable in each
such quarter; or 8.

6 in 18 weeks or
annual pay roll
0 ,000; also
$10,000 quarterly
pay roll.

pay roll.

--------------------

pay roll.

- RON e DO bt e

e N N N

)
Weighted

| LY S
Weighted, annual

earnings.

5
{z'elghted, aver-

age weekly
earnings.t

earnings.

*)

18

)

16

(*)
18
™ .

)

2!

15

®*

156

®

15

15
*)

$16.......

(*)
*

®

®

*)

%
©)

*)
)

*)
®

X

d cddq

*)

®

®
U18

18

e
4
®

15
16
16

16
16

BN
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Exarsir IVb.—Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws as of Dec. 31, 1944, and June 30, 1946—Continuecd

(1944 provisions are in ‘““From’’ columns and 1045 provisions in *To’’ columns. An asterisk (*) in 'From" indicates that the provision was not changed in 1945, hence present pro-
vision also applied in 1944)

Monthly Size-of-firm coverage ? Initial Weekly benefit amount ' Duration ’ ]
Social | prerage, waiting- N — =
Security | covered perio Fraction of highest quarterly . ract on o Maximum =
re I}ggr:nd cmplo;,'- weoks earnings or type of schedule Minimum Maximum bc”;:r;'i': :,isf’:’ (weeks) )
gState ment ? From To =
(thou- - p Z
sands) From| To From To From To From To From| To |From| To g
REGION IX g
Arkansas_. ... 181.6 | (*).oce. . 1in10days.. ..__.. ‘; 1 (... Y T Y 9. .| $3._._.... ™ | $15..._._.. ‘; Wl (* 16 =
Kansas. ___.__. 250.0 [ 8. ....... 8or $25in 1 week..__| (° T I G PO LB e et '; e 8 15 | $16._...._. . uoo16| 20 2
Missouri..__.. 715. 4 ?‘) ....... - S, ‘; 131 1 (®)eeeaeea-. Secemcceeammanann ho JRN I SRR *) $18. ... *) LI &) 16 o
Oklahoma. ... 258. 71 (M) eee.--. - S . 1 ) DR | 1 Y *)y. .| $6......_. 16 | $18.... _._ * 14 16| 20 S
REGION X 2
Louisiana..___. 388.5 | (*)ceao-. SN &) 1] 50 pe;gent 18] 345 e (*)...] 8. - $18........ * % 20 g
. or Yo.
New Mexlco..| 558 | (*)....... 2in 13 weeks or *) 1| .0 Y TS (*)oe| 85 ) | $15. ... (*) (% | 18 §
n 1 quarter.
Texas....c.... 1,008.9 | (*).....-. - SN * BL]("ecmeeen-. L Y ... $5........ $15| $18._._..._. * % 16 | 18 |
REGION XI 8
Colorado...... 154.9 £‘) ....... - S g‘ 2 (‘; ......... 14g or 50 percent 13_| (*)...| $5....._.. g') $15.c...._. 5‘) 1 ( 16 g
Idaho......... 67.9 ) (*)..oooo. 1 ;l7ts ?uy1 tim()t and * 2|1 ()eeeeeao-. LigtoYaas _._.... (") .| $_.._.... *) $18 ... *) byl o(* 17 g
n 1 quarter.
Montana...... 721 | (®).ee.-.- 1 (;r iln excess of $500 122 2 (™eeeeae--- 2T J *):..] $6cceo--.. ™ |8$15........ (&) U} () (U184 g
. n 1 year.
Utah_ . __.__.__ 9.1 (*.uen--. 1 at any timo or $140 ® 1] 340mcu--.... Yhotd oo 85 $7118___._. $20 | f2518______ U () U201 619 >
g‘gya lo in 1 quar- ,’j
o,
Wyoming__._. 30.7 | 1ahd$150 | 1and $150in 1 %uar- &) 2| (*)eeeeeaos T *).-..| $7.___... * | $20........ *) u 16| 20 %
* in quar- ter or $500 in 1 s
ter. year.
REGION X1l
Arizona....... 88.3 | (Meea..-- . S ® 1 é‘) ......... o T (‘3 I B T 5‘) 15 e, g‘) 414 é‘) 14
California. .... 2,101.9 | 4. ... 1 at any time and 2 1 g PR, T Y (*).._| $10.__.... *) 20 e *) 8 Table *) 2.4
goo in same quar-
r.




Nevada...-..- 321 | (*eceeae- 1 at any time and 2 1 L4o
$225 in 1 quérter.

Qregon......-.. 311.2 | (M eeeaee- 4 on 1 day and $500 2 1 6 percent
in same quarter.

Washington...| 560.7 | (*).ccca-- 1 at any time......_.]-... can 1 ., Yo

TERRITORIES
Alasks. ..._... 21.0 | 8. ccceaea]ennen [+ {1 S, 2 vemcmemnn
Hawaii.....--. 77.1 | (*)ccecace]enna- T3 11 J . 5:; ‘ 1 E:g .........

}-job: dﬁtgendents' $5....] $8-$148___ 15| 18-245_.__. (*) 14 181520
n . .
We?g:ped, annual | (*) $10____... 15| 180 cmcccaaa ¢ 14/ 3¢ Table 16| 20
earnings.
s [+ J $7.__.| $10.._.... 15| 250cccaen-.. 14| ® Table 16} 26
1 T Y .| 85 *) 16 ... b 14 16| 16
%Y P, caa- 2‘;--- 6 - 20 26 ... 2‘) U * |02

U=Uniform for all eligible workers; otherwise variable.

1 1045 provisions (i. e., those in *“To" columns) include amendments enacted and
reported to the Bureau of Employment Security through June 30, 1945. In general,
amendments will become effective during 1845. ]

1 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of
each type (weekly, ssmimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

s Employment of specified minimum nymber of workers required in at least 20 weeks
of a calendar year except where otherwise stated. o

¢ In variahle-duration States, maximum annual benefits are limited to a specified frac-
tion of base-period earnings or to a specified multiple of weekly benefit amount, which-
ever is less. Except in the following States, the base period is 4 quarters or a calendar
yoar: Arizona, 2-year base period may be extended to include as many as 4 additional
quarters; Missouri, 2 years, Oregon, base period may be extended by up to 4 calendar
quarters, if individual incapable of working during greater part of working time in any
calendar quarter; Wisconsin, auration is ratio of 1 week of benefits for 2 weeks of em-
ployment in past 52 weeks, the maximum depending upon continuity of unemploy-
ment and number of previous employers (but not exceeding 23 weeks based on employ-
ment with same employer). ) )

8 States provide for dependents’ allowances: Connecticut maximum, primary benefit
is $22; weekly benefits may be increased $2 for each dependent up to 3. District of
Columbia, weekly benefits may be increased $1 for each dependent of specified types
up to 3; same maximum ($20) with or without dependents. Michigan, basic beneflt
plus $2 per child dependent up to the lesser of $28 and average woekly wage in high

narter; maximum basic benefit is $20. Nevads, dependents’ lowances of $3 for 1 or 2

ependents; $6 for 3 or more; dependents’ allowances will not increase maximum annual
. bonefits and hence will decrease weeks of benefits for claimants with dependents. For
example, maximum duration is 15 weeks for claimant receiving $24 maximum weekly

ayment.
P 3{344, Maine and South Dakota, duration for claimants in lowest annual-wage classes
($318.58 and under in Maine and $409.99 and under in South Dakota) is determined
according to a table in the State law and ranges from 9.6 to 14.4 weeks in Maine and
from 6.8 to 14.8 weeks in South Dakota. For all other claimants, duration is 18 weeks.

7 Fractions are approximate. Weekly benefit amount based upon weighted table of
high-quarter earnings, contained in State law.

St. Pliration is determined according to a table of base-period earnings, contained in the
ate law.

¥ Weekly henefit amount is average weekly wage in high quarter if less than $10. With
minimum high-quarter wages necessary to qualify, weekly benefit amount would be
$4.81. Amendments effective Apr. 1, 1945, add dependents’ benefits up to the average
weokly wage—hence, did not affect the claimant at the minimum.,

1 But $200 or 30 percent of base-period wages, whichever is less, if hase-period wages
are under $800.

11.Duration based on calendar weeks of covered employment in base period: 18 weeks’
duration for claimants with 20 wecks of covered employment; 19 wecks’ duration for
21 to1 24 wee::s of covered employment; 22 weeks’ duration for over 24 weeks of covered
employment.

1f Additional waiting period required after reeomployment.

13 1944: 50 percent offull-timo weekly wage or specified fraction of high-quarter earnings
{n Arizona, Colorado (weekly wage [raction is the alternative), Iowa, and Louisiana.
1945: weekly wage alternative removed in Iowa and Louisiana.

14 1944 No eflective minimum—lesser of $5 or full-time weekly wage.

¥ Or 8 outside cities of population of 10,000 or more.

1 Basic limits of $5 minimum and $20 maximum weekly benefit amount applicable
in 1945, but effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment according to Bureau
of Labor Statistics cost-of-living index; 1945 duration and benefit limits shown are those
now applicable. Greatest possible duration is 19 weeks under the upward adjustmeat,
28.3 weeks under the downward adjustment; when no adjustment applies, 23 weeks
uniform. Total benefits payable during benefit year computed as 23 times normal
weekly benefit amount; hence, under cost-of-living adjustments, duration in weeks
varies inversely with weekly benefit amount. Thus a claimant eligible for the maximum
weekly benefit amount and duration ($20 for 23 weeks) would receive, under the upward
adjustment and at %resent time, $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the downward adjustment,
$17 for 27 weeks. ward adjustment of 120 percent of regular rate computed to next
higher multiple of $1 (i. e., 8 maximum of $25) goes into effect when index is 125 or more and
remains in effect until index reaches 120 or below; downward adjustment of 80 percent
of regular rate computed to next higher multiple of $1 (but no} to be reduced below $13)

goes into effect when index is 98.5 or below and remains in effect until index reaches 100
or more,

NOILVENHEINOD INHWAOTIN

ENO XONTOUANWH

’

L9



Exs1BIT IVe.—Distribution of States and em
number of watting-pertod weeks, Dec.

.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

ployed covered workers (1944),! by
31, 1944, and June 30, 1946

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Waiting perlod Covered workers Covered workers
N N
of States of States
Number Number
(000’s) Percent (000's) Percent
Total . o eeeann 51 | 29,838.9 100.0 51 | 29,838.9 100.0
1 week within benefit year..__.__________. 29 | 13,498.8 45.2 35 | 22,961.8 77.0
1 week initial, plus additional weeks after
reemployment..________._______._______ 23| 2,139.5 7.2 321 1,74.3 5.8
2 weeks within bencfit year______________. 17 | 13,463.9 45.1 12} 3,967.4 13.3
2 weeks initial, plus additional weeks after
reemployment...__________.___________._ 12 736.7 25 i1 664.6 2.2
NoODe. oo 0 0 0 61 520.8 1.7

! Represents average number of workers in cov
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month.

2 Alabama, Missouri, Texas.
3 Missouri, Texas.

¢ Montana, Wisconsin,

8 Wisconsin.

¢ Maryland.

ered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
Data are preliminary.

ExmiBir IVd.—Distribution of States with specified mazimum annual benefits in

State unemployment compensation laws, by minimum base-

period qualifying wages

Sfor mazimum benefits, June 30, 1946
Minimum base-period qualifying wages for maximum benefits ?
Maximuom annual benefits 1
Total $450- | $720- | $630- | $1,200- | $1,440- | $1,716~ | $2.000-
$630 $894 | $1,117 | $1,366 | $1,620 | $1,840 | $2,240

Total oo e Seeeee 51 7 8 8 6 10 6 7
$210-8258. ... .. 10 3 4 2 1 0 0 0
S8 8324 e icceen. 11 0 2 3 2 3 0 1
83608365 . .. oo . 5 0 0 2 0 2 1 0
$306-8400_ .. ... .. 11 2 1 0 2 3 1 2
$420-$483 _ ... 6 1 0 0 0 1 2 1
........................... 8 1 1 0 0 1 2 3

! Includes dependents’ allowances in Connecticut and Michigan, in District of Columbia, dependents’
allowances disregarded in computing maximum annual benefits;
benefits for claimauts receiving dependents’ allowances.

? Intervals stated in actual amounts used by the States,

Nevada no increase in maximum annual
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ExnmisiT I1Ve.—Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944),1 by

mazimum weekly benefit amount, Dec. 31, 1944, and June 30, 1945

Deec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Maximum weekly benefit amount 3 Nun;bqr Covered workers Nun;ber Covered workers ]
of . V)
States | Number States | Number
(000’s) Percent (000’s) Percent

Total. .. e cccne- 51 | 29,838.9 100.0 51 | 29,838.9 100.0

L 3 U T 22| 5,920.8 19.9 10| 1,994.6 6.6

816, e ceecccccccccce—————— 4| 2,605.2 8.7 3 590. 3 2.0

18 e cececccccmecccccmm——m—————— 14 | 12,699.3 42.6 11| 3,987.0 13.4

$20. e ccmmc——ac—c—————— 10| 7,988.2 26.7 17 | 11,730.1 39.3
$2]. e e cccecac—mem——————- 0 0 0 3| 7,314.1 24.5°

82 e ceeeccecccmccccmmcc—————— 1 625.4 2.1 1 1,247.7 4.2

L S Teemmm————- 0 0 0 1 32.1 .1

825 e eccemmcemcmmccmc——————— 0 0 0 3 745.9 2.5

828, e ccccececcccmmcmcccm————————— 0 0 0 2| 2197.1 7.4

1 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.
! Maximum includes dependents allowances in Connecticut, District of Columbia, Michigan, and Nevada
and upward cost-of-living adjustment in Utah.

’

ExmiBrr IVf.—Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944) ! by

minimum weekly benefit amount, Dec. 31, 1944, and June 30, 1946

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Minimum weekly benefit amount Number Covered workers Number Covered workers
of of
States | Number States | Number
(mrs) Percent (m's) Percent

Total. ... e 51 | 20,838.9 100.0 51 | 20,838.9 100.0

Y S 1 415. 1.4 0 0 0
X S 35} 1,906.1 6.7 141 1,444.0 4.8
L S 34| 2,741.1 0.2 16| 3,708.4 12.4
85 e mer———————————— 420] 6,486.9 21.7 §18 | 6,446.0 2.6
B0 e e e 8| 3,003.6 10.1 71 2,242.4 7.5
Y 8 5,383.4 18.0 ¢5 1,200.9 4.0
L S 12} 3,3714.4 11.3 Y5 | 4,366.0 14.7
3 0 0 0, 1 1,247.7 4.2
Y (1 3] 6,438.2 21.6 5| 9,183.5 30.8

! Represents average number of workers in covered emplo
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are pre

! Includes Missouri—actually 60 cents, but paid at rate of $3.
! Includes Michigan. Weekly benefit amount is average weekly wage in high quarter if less than $10.

With minimum mghﬁlugrter wages necessary to qualify, weekly benefit amount would be $4.81.
Inimum {s lesser of $5 or {

¢ Includes Iowa.

-time weekly wages.

ﬂent in last pay period of each type (weekly,

! Excludes Utah. Statutory minimum is $5 but current effective minimum 1is $7, under upward cost-of-

ving adjustment.
¢ Includes Utah, see footnote 5.
! Includes Wisconsin,

Minimum of $2 in 1944 and $6 in 1945 paid at rate of $8.
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ExaiBIT IVg.—Weekly benefit amount for total unemployment and mazimum potential benefits in a benefit year for five hypothetical claimants
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 30, 1946 !

Claimant A: High-quarter

Clalmant B High-quarter

Claimant C: High-quarter

Claimant D: High-quarter

Claimant E: High- 3uarter

wages of $100 and base- or‘ies $2350 and base- wages of $400 and base- wages of $500 and base- wages of $600
period wages of $200 perlod wages of $800 period wages of $1,000 period wages of $1,500 period wages ol $2,100
State Maximum potential Marximum é)otentlal Maximum potential Maximum potential Maximum poten-
benefits benefits benefits benefits tial benefits
Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly
benefit benefit benefit benefit benefit

. amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura~
Amount tion Amount tion Amount tion Amount tion Amount | tion

(weeks) (weeks) (weeks) (weeks) (weeks)

BASIC BENEFIT

Alabama...._._.. v--..| 284.00 $67.00 16 $10.00 $200 320 $15.00 $300 320 $10.00 $380 120 ' $20 ! 8;% 120
Alaska ... ...... 15.00 67.00 13 18.00 200 154 316.00 3258 116 4 16. 00 3256 116 116 ) 116
Arlzona ¢ ____..___.._. 35.00 $34.00 '8 10. 00 8100 $10 315.00 $167 $114| 315.00 31210 314 315 1210 1|4
Arkansas ¢6____ 4,00 64.00 316 10. 00 160 316 315.00 3 240 316 115.00 8 240 116 115 3 240 ’g

California s...._. U] go) 13.00 208 16 $ 20. 00 Ky | 164| 920.00 414 204 20 $ 408 ' 234
Colorado ¢ 15 00 . 67 134 10. 00 160 116 315.00 240 3116 $15.00 3240 16 315 3240 116
Connecticut ? 8 8 10. 00 160 16 15.00 260 174 19. 00 380 120 322 3440 120
Delaware. ... __._..... 10.00 150 18 16.00 250 154] 318.00 325 214 118 3396 L 7

District of Colum-

blasd ... 18.00 100. 00 164 11.00 220 120 18.00 360 120 3 20. 00 3400 122 320 3 400 $20
Florida+¢ ... __.__.. 15.00 50. 00 10 11 00 150 134 315.00 3240 116 8 15.00 3240 316 315 3240 316
Qeorgla ¢.. ... ....... 5.00 80. 00 ’16 10. 00 160 5168 15.00 240 ’16 $18.00 3288 '16 318 288 916
Hawall...._._......... 3500 | 7100.00 '20 10. 00 200 20 17.00 340 20 21.00 420 20 24 480 920
Idaho¢ ____._ ... _..... 15.00 50. 00 10 11.00 150 134| 315.00 250 164 16.00 272 117 318 3 306 117
Illinols. ... ... ... g; 27; 12. 50 230 184| 320.00 350 174} 320.00 500 25 320 3 520 126
Indiana o ________.___ 1 10. 00 150 15 16. 00 250 15 , 220.00 375 184 120 3400 320
Towa. .. . ....... 35.00 . 67 134 10. 87 196 118 17.39 313 318 $18.00 1324 318 118 1324 118
Kansas. __._________ ... 25.00 67.00 134 10. 00 200 120 $16.00 1320 120 $16.00 1320 2 316 1320 120
Kentucky "1 _______. 25.00 | 2100.00 *20 8.00 160 20 12. 00 240 20 15.00 300 020 116 3320 '20
Loulsiana 1. _________. 4.00 80. 00 124 10. 00 150 15 16. 00 250 16 $18.00 3360 120 318 3360 120
Maines, _.___.._.._.. 25.00 100. 00 20 9.00 180 20 13.00 260 20 17.00 340 20 120 3400 20
Marylnnd ............. Y] W) 0] 13.00 150 114 220.00 250 124| 320.00 375 184 120 3520 326
Massachusetts. .. ... 26.00 60. 00 10 13.00 180 134+ 321.00 800 144| 321.00 450 214 321 1483 123
Michigane___________. ) M M 12. 50 180 144 320.00 250 124] 320.00 375 184 120 3 400 120
Minnesota 19______.__. 17.00 184.00 112 11.00 198 18 14. 00 266 19 19. 00 380 120 320 3 400 320
Mlsalﬁpl I e 4.00 86. 00 14 10. 00 140 14 $15.00 1210 '14 315.00 1210 914 315 3210 914
Missouri ¢ .. ____.._.. 4.00 40.00 10 10. 00 120 12 16.00 200 124] 918.00 1288 $16 3118 3 288 216
Montana ¢__._._.. ... _.. 35.00 80. 00 16 10.00 160 ’16 $15.00 31240 ’16 $15.00 3240 ?16 315 3240 916
Nebraska..____._...__. $5.00 987.00 13 10.00 180 318 16. 00 288 118 118 118 118 318 134 3118
evada v . _.._....... 38 00 267.00 8 13.00 200 1541 318.00 334 1841 318.00 2 360 120 318 3360 12

-3
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New Hamp<hiros__. 06.00 | 2120 00 "20 9 00 180 *20
Neoew Jeorsey........... 19,00 200, 0 110 12. 00 200 164
New Mexico . ........ 2500 67. 00 134 10. 00 160 316
New York.... ........ (Y] ) ) 11.00 286 " 26
North Carolinn2_, ___ 5.00 80. 00 ' 16 9.50 152 '16
North Dakota_.__._... 215,00 100. 00 20 11.00 220 20
Ohjlon________.._..... 35.00 90. 00 18 11. 00 242 122
Oklahoma............ 36.0n 67.00 114 13.00 200 154
Oregon1? ______....... 210.00 2 50. 00 15 12.00 150 124
Pennsylvania. ..._.... U) Sg m 10. 00 170 17
Rhode Island ¢...___.. 7.25 75 6+ 13.00 124 94
South Carolina....._.. 1 4,00 1 64.00 ’16 10. 00 160 *16
South Dakota......... 16.00 80. 00 134- 12.00 160 134
Tennesste.......cocuae 1500 1 80.00 '16 10. 00 160 16
Texas W, o eeecaeeaaen 35.00 40. 00 8 lg. 00 120 12
Utah " L. 27.00 115.00 164 16.00 299 3184
Vermont. ..uceeeane--. 16.00 120. 00 *20 11.00 220 *20
Virginla v ___ .. ... 1400 48. 00 12 10. 00 150 15
Washington 2. __.__.. gg 8 ) 10. 00 150 15
West Virginia1a.__.__. ) 11.00 21 "21
Wisconsin s _._...._.. 1800 78.00 94 11.00 170 154
Wyoming..coceaaue.. 27.00 60. 00 8+ 13.00 160 124
BASIC BENEFNIT PLUS

MAXIMUM ALLOW-

ANCES FOR DEPEND-

ENTS
Oonnecticut..a....... M Y] 15. 00 240 16
District of Columblia.. 9.00 150. 00 16+ 14.00 280 120
Michigan._ .coeecnen... ™ ) (7 19.23 180 g:t
Nevada..eceeacanaen-. 14. 00 67.00 44 10.00 200 1

13. 00 260 *20 17.00 340 ' 20 120 2 400 * 20
19. 00 334 174| 322.00 600 22+ 3122 3572 126
115.00 1240 116 $15.00 1140 116 215 1240 116
iR W R cam) ) om )| e e
2 .
}800 360 '20 120.00 1400 ' 20 320 2 400 20
16.00 352 122 19.00 418 122 3121 1462 122
3 18.00 334 18 $18.00 1360 120 118 3360 [ 320
15. 00 250 16 118,00 3 360 $20 118 1360 320
16. 00 238 18 8 20.00 1400 2 4 2 1400 | *20
118.00 203 114 318.00 306 174 118 1365 2 20+
16. 00 256 '16 |, 920.00 1320 16 120 1320 16
115.00 240 18 1 15.00 8 300 120 316 3300 120
116.00 140 ' 16 815,00 3 240 ’16 115 3240|916
15. 50 200 124| 318.00 1324 118 118 134 518
$26.00 460 3184 82500 3 460 3 JR4- 128 3460 | 3184
16.00 320 *20 $20.00 3400 20 120 3 400 %20
$15.00 1240 114 $15.00 1240 316 118 31240 116
13.00 %1 19 18, 00 432 b 624 | 328
15. 00 318 '21 18. 50 388 " 21 120 1420 '21
S {1 I 1o
21. 00 364 174 25. 00 500 120 128 9560 | 320
$20.00 1400 120 $20.00 3400 120 120 $400 | %20
328.00 250 84| 328.00 375 134+ 128 625 184~
1 24.00 334 134-] $24.00 9 360 15 U $ 360 15

1 See text footnote 2 for dates when 1945 amendments are effective. See tables 1 and
7 for a statement of the benefit formula in each State, and for States in which benefits
here stated may be reduced if solvency of the fund is threatened.

1 No legislatioe session in 1945.

3 Indicates minimumn weekly benefit amount, minimum potential annual benefits, or
minimum weeks of benefits for total unemployment.

3 Indicates maximum weekly benefit amount, maximum potential annual benefits,
or maximum weeks of benefits, other than uniform duration.

¢« No change in 1945.

§ Base period of 8 quarters. If in preceding 4 quarters unchanged wage credits were
equal to wages assumed for 4 quarters, maximum potential benefits in a benefit year
would be doubled, to maximuin specified in State law.

¢ Assurnes most favorable distribution of base-period wages in all 4 quarters; concen-
tration in 2 quarters would limit benefits to 8 weeks.

7 Indicates ineligible on basis of qualifying wages.

¢ See below for benefit with maximum compensable dependents under State law,

’ Indicates uniform duration for all eligible claimants.

10 Assuming $150 wage credits in last 2 quarters of base period; otherwise, claimant
would be ineligible.

11 No legislative session in 1945.

n An:mal-wage formula; high-quarter wages not used in computing weekly benefit
amount.

1B Assuming that A has the minimum employment of 20 weeks and B to E, 25 weeks.
If A had 25 weeks he would be eligible for 22 weeks of benefits or $110.

14 Actual benefits are paid for 2-week periods at twice the amounts specified.

18 Benefits are ﬂgumf
$5-20, since weeks of duration are reduced below the normal of 23 uniform.

18 Benefits are figured on further assumption that the high quarter represents 13 weeks
of employment and all base-period employment was with 1 employer and at the same
average wage. Claimant A actually has a minimum of $6 for 18 weeks, but law provides
for payment at the rate of $8 with reduced weeks of duration.

Source: Administrative Standards Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social
Becurity Board.

with present cost-of-living adjustment above normal scale of ‘
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72 EMERGENCY UNII[PID&M!’.NT COMPENSATION

Examrr IVh
CHART 1.~ REGIONS 3-8

CHANGES IN MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AND MAXIMUM DURATION, 1945
MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT (OOLLARS ) MAXIMUNM OURATION (WEEXS)
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EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Ex=rrr IVi

CHART 1h. - REGIONS I, ¥, B
CHANGES IN MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AND MAXIMUM DURATION, 1943
o]
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ExmBiT IVj

CHART lc.— REGIONS VI, VI 4X, X, XI, XII
CHANGES IN MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AND MAXIMUM DURATION 1945

MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFTT (DOLLARS) MAXIMUM DURATION (WEEKS)
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ExmiBiT IVk
CHART 2
PERCENT OF COVERED WORKERS IN STATES WITH SPECIFIED MAXIMUM

WEEKLY BENEFIT, DEC. 31,1944 AND JUNE 30, 1945
PERCENT OF ALL COVERED WORKERS
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CHART 3
PERCENT OF COVERED WORKERS IN STATES WITH SPECIFIED MINIMUM
WEEKLY BENEFIT, DEC. 31,1944 AND JUNE 30,1945

PERCENT OF ALL COVERED WORKERS
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claims, first payments, ezhaustions, weeks compensated and beneficiaries, by month, January 1840

Exgisir IVl.—Unemployment compensation
. to J uly 1946

[United States totals)
Weoks Weeks Weeks AV
erage
Addi- | Waiting- | Compen- Weeks | ¢ompen- | oompen- | compen- | gegkjy
All claims cl?lg . | tional eriod. sablo First pay- | Exhous- | compen- sated for S:rt-to'g; | partial for ngom;b&of
claims ! claims ? claims ? sated, all employ- | unemplo employ- snri -
ment ment ¢ ment ¢

1040—January... . ...c.ceeca-- 7, 238, 068 1,200,079 §...cco---- 1,645,807 | 4,392, 092 440, 147 225, 364 4,021,746 | 3,688,736 230, 255 102, 583 877, 387
February........ rammeam- 6, 609, 975 819,180 |. __.___... 1, 206, 527 4, 584, 208 484, 584 231,700 | 4,324,873 | 3,988,811 240, 417 95, 517 985, 468
arch. ... . .cecnnnccaa- 8,607, 719 1,002,912 | . __...... 1,073,310 | 4,531,497 399, 168 250, 514 4,581,089 | 4,198,515 268, 160 114, 281 1, 095, 155
April... e 8,051, 187 1,452,628 | . _...._- 2,102,796 | 4,495, 863 605, 133 212,333 | 4,167,400 | 3,779,021 285, 749 102, 471 960, 735
BY eccemncacacccncacann 8, 234, 569 1,003,458 [ . _...._.. 1, 581, 448 5, 649, 663 719, 816 202,132 | 5,466,298 | 4, 890, 606 331, 045 144, 538 1, 201, 004
June. . e eiaena-- 7. 431, 6502 047,325 | ... ...... 1,236,906 | &, 247, 271 408. 737 182,032 | 5,330,884 | 4,845, 564 308, 877 176, 388 1, 560
B 171 ) PN 8, 409, 453 1,130,037 | .- 1,485,285 | b5, 794,131 473, 630 204, 373 5, 501, 392 5,018, 224 271,302 211, 366 1,219, 629
AguSt..e. oo 6, 502, 699 729,997 |. . ___..... 1,000,665 | 4,772, 137 478, 592 269,865 | 6,037,410 | 4, 536,311 331, 188 169, 911 1, 125, 261
September. . _......._--. 4,874,923 635,043 |._ .. ...... 681,326 | 3, b58, 564 258, 116 200,952 | 3,607,720 | 3,236,308 219, 423 151, 989 875,419
Ootober_.... cccveeun--- 4,717, 645 721,203 | ... 747,000 | 3, 249, 1563 238, 777 186,830 | 3,175,137 2,816, 343 188, 485 171, 309 608, 148
680,500 |.__....... 672, 859 2, 947, 068 232, 816 160, 220 2,894, 076 2, 530, 951 175, 110 188, 014 675, 997
817,660 |________.. 788, 399 3. 239, 906 243, 377 1681, 733 2, 976, 351 2, 629, 591 164, 046 182, 714 666, 636

953,088 |________-.. 1, 139, 481 3,757, 165 352, 323 192, 741 3,737,484 3,343,128 195, 951 198, 405 825, 748
565,428 |_____..... 709, 272 3, 319, 225 306, 528 171, 633 3, 261, 460 2, 982, 045 155, 690 123,725 806, 365

664,031 |____...._. 575,282 | 3,126, 260 230, 326 178, 754 3,153,960 | 2,881,250 156, 637 116, 064 761, 736

1,180,634 | ... __.__ 1,422,076 | 2,863.072 349, 663 124,718 | 2,550,002 | 2 334,429 128, 282 88, 281 589, 508

606,372 |_ .. _....-. 882, 558 3,021,729 443, 353 100, 635 2, 967, 048 2, 726, 026 133, 510 107, 512 659, 035

553,669 | ... .oo.-. 656, 688 | 2, 850, 983 251, 899 97,888 | 2,878,217 | 2,042, 589 123, 037 112, 501 683, 933

758,72 | .. _._.. 731, 518 2, 853, 231 208, 459 149, 421 2, 746, 803 2, 535, 106 109, 287 102, 410 611, 087

515.828 | . ____._.. 569,911 2, 423, 297 283, 208 132,033 2,439,382 | 2, 244, 987 99, 083 95, 312 571, 864

496,194 | ______... 448,879 | 2,179, 980 189, 234 108,770 | 2,110, 233 1,914, 920 95,014 100, 299 493, 423

619,004 | ______... 488, 564 | 2, 065, 564 185, 744 98, 673 1,991, 970 1,781,112 76, 595 134, 263 430, 016

610,071 §______.... 504,728 | 2,097, 895 195, 860 84, 974 1,937, 767 1,723,732 64, 473 149, 562 470, 641

1,000,063 | ____....-. 724,612 | 2,920,683 254, 699 103,293 | 2,520,061 | 2, 2490, 784 77,766 192, 512 522, 982

1,087,347 | _....... 1,051,074 | 3, 530,130 405, 708 131,450 | 3,553,488 | 3, 205, 235 92, 153 253, 350 796, 598

620,338 {._.___.... 637, 110 3, 467, 355 351, 070 119, 104 3,351,362 | 3,005, 837 91, 184 162, 153 837, 650

504,271 | __._... 465,932 | 3, 463, 579 253, 091 137, 239 3, 457,021 3,202, 146 104, 093 148, 755 803, 124

752,336 §.___...... 538, 991 2, 966, 235 300,918 120,252 | 2,909,578 | 2, 687,515 91, 534 128, 635 668, 262

582,587 | ooo_._.. 377,105 | 2,575,753 239, 452 114,112 3, 5671, 331 2, 363, 188 86, 706 118, 726 609, 734

688,236 |____.__... 574,644 | 2,557,108 316, 274 93, 136 2,433,800 | 2, 225, 409 73, 986 131,121 735

557,349 | ____.____. 474, 650 2,722,390 281, 211 74,615 | 2,618, 500 2, 420, 786 60, 515 133, 740 574, 867

238,450 | 146, 400 306,176 | 2, 243, 586 189, 590 75,348 | 2,272,292 | 2,009, 540 51, 900 118, 574 543, 087

164,730 | 126, 727 203,213 | 1,789,239 117, 487 59, 599 1,799,870 | 1,659, 887 4], 981 95, 862 422,709

147,773 | 122,530 166, 731 1, 349, 416 87, 511 52, 686 1,354,074 | 1,254,785 30, 529 67, 069 310, 431

125,832 | 116, 247 135, 393 999, 119 65, 580 54, 363 923.919 8486, 958 21,740 53, 945 221, 549

167,980 | 114,739 192, 942 974, 009 72, 246 36, 795 912, 494 821, 241 22, 329 59, 840 192, 578

212, 648 87, 735 262, 890 965, 201 90, 683 33, 861 954, 59 839, 161 21, 578 66, 877 226, 778

120, 152 63, 070 167, 539 801, 259 84,126 25, 888 834, 513 755, 470 21, 310 39, 077 208, 626

107, 203 59, 131 119, 473 825, 505 59, 544 29, 378 811, 621 739, 101 22, 287 34, 356 181, 527

140, 701 41, 849 123, 079 671,717 65, 269 20, 930 557, 280 508, 455 15. 062 24, 428 131, 289

110, 576 45, 586 07, 458 512, 517 63, 463 15, 394 483, 216 430, 325 12,975 29, 569 119, 479

44, 907 115, 684 476, 508 53,711 13, 380 445, 618 14, 883 31, 073 256

135, 041
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b 1) ) U 706,553 | 112,195 44, 061 115, 412 434, 885 67,176 11, 241 404, 626 361, 734 12, 640 30, 118 90, 628
August______ 1 ___ T 0] 603, 202 72, 693 38, 504 81, 726 410, 279 45, 330 11, 856 382, 332 344, 097 10, 575 25, 641 88 849
Septernber. _____._...... 451, 800 56, HY6 33, 765 5%, 625 332, 814 30, 827 9,121 320, 574 288, 669 8, 937 20, 353 \ 74,579
October. . .. .ooaeo._.. 127, 200 60, 880 35, 234 57, 284 273, 861 26, 922 7,900 254, 507 228, 904 6, 723 16, 497 60, 719
November. _.___._..__.. 474, 366 73,111 45, 787 70, 258 285, 210 29, 037 9, 069 253, 562 223, 084 7,242 19, 893 56, 354
December-._...c._..._.. 567, 322 92, 873 48, 869 87,758 327, 792 37, 1562 9,016 301, 162 266, 084 8, 366 23, 187 64, 392
10M44—-January.....ceccamcae--- 707, 308 122, 945 46, 592 116, 519 421, 260 51, 877 8, 631 364, 208 322, 236 9, 609 29, 190 84,071
February. .. .ocemoae... 697,174 93, 551 42, 347 94, 869 466, 407 52, 257 8,977 415,772 377,658 11,934 28,377 103, 953
Mareh. _..eeaeeeeeae 720, 429 91, 345 41, 303 87,686 500, 095 19, 193 11,685 486, 005 441,756 15. 43 25, 383 112, 156
Aprilace et 612,072 104, 979 35, 156 86, 460 385, 478 49, 653 9,611 361, 044 329, 028 11, 270 17, 221 83, 317
BY e e commmam—m——— 648, 526 101, 816 39, 826 88, 395 418, 489 49, 368 9, 050 377, 532 339, 802 11, 057 22,845 87,125
JUBO. o eceeeaeaan 541, 006 87,667 30, 470 80, 540 342, 429 49, 591 8, 301 337,378 302, 345 11,114 23, 776 77,857
B 111 | 502, 029 76,102 | . 29,188 76, 792 319, 857 38, 605 7,326 284, 620 255, 226 8, 208 20, 122 @5, 680
August.... .. 500, 949 73,830 29, 053 72,438 334, 628 38, 083 7,908 313, 356 283, 599 7,022 20, 716 72,311
September.......cce---.. 445, 535 69, 279 27,447 58, 936 289, 873 31, 059 8, 656 274, 169 248, 888 7, 466 16, 218 63, 273
October. _-..eeeaeoneees 484, 028 82, 255 32,030 85, 987 303, 756 33, 762 7,768 275, 763 251, 749 6, 261 15, 836 63, 637
November. .....ccca.... 539, 398 82,416 40, 100 74, 606 342, 276 *38, 827 8,122 309, 352 278, 411 8, 937 19, 736 71, 386
December.....cnccmana-- 575, 971 81,013 42,103 81, 039 371,816 40, 941 7,710 324, 645 202, 852 6,374 23,162 74,915
1045—JanuAry.. .- .oceceneun- 743, 331 105, 394 45, 353 114,715 4717, 869 59, 839 10, 196 454, 086" 400,454 | 8, 751 33,023 104, 790
February. .. ... 615, 263 70, 886 36, 146 81,328 426, 903 .49, 185 9, 105 400, 274 360, 883 8, 997 28, 334 100, 076
Mareh. .ooeooooamonen 657, 774 76, 806 87, 981 78, 176 464, 811 44, 204 11,938 447, 277 404, 688 8, 667 31,445 108, 216
Aprl. ... s 641,158 116, 333 37,074 80, 326 397, 425 62, 320 10, 793 378,072 339, 7068 7, 798 28, 266 87, 243
BY e cciccaccccmnnecane- 837, 832 164, 9895 54, 744 123, 387 494, 706 68,808 8, 334 424, 786 385, 145 7,922 29,305 98, 030
June. . eeeeae. 1, 079, 439 218,176 50, 282 176, 179 633, 803 108, 625 8, 185 560, 757 515,171 9, 456 34,638 129, 405
JULY e e 1,348,676 | - 203, 516 64, 076 186, 251 895,684 |.ceeeeceeclencccmecaaelacaacanceae Y cacemcc e amcceme e leccacm el ceceaee
1 New claims for all months from January 1940 throu%\ July 1942 represent all initial All claims for less than total unemployment were included in data for part-total
claims. Break-down by new and additional not available prior to August 1942. New for the following States and for periods indicated:
claims reported for the following States represent total initial claims for the months Connecticut.......... January 1040 through June 1941.
indicated: New Hampshire..._.. January 1840 through May 1941.
Pennsylvanis...._..._.... August 1942 through March 1945. Rbhode Island .____.__. January 1940 through December 1942,
Maryland. ... oo November 1842 through July 1945. District df Columbia. January 1940 through May 1941.
v@.’;fnm ______________ ---- August and September 1942. West Virginia___.___. January 1940 through April 1941.
Ohio. .ot August 1942 through July 1945. Kentueky...__._____. January 1940 through March 1941.
Oklaboma................ August and September 1942. Michigan......_...... January 1940 through May 1941.
Kentucky. . .ooceoaooaoan September through December 1942 and January 1943. Ohio_ oo January 1840 through September 1941.
Wisconsin......acoaeaeooo August 1942 through July 1945. Indiang. ...cooooooao-. January 1840 through October 1941.
Florida. oo August 1942 through June 1945. ~ Florida. ..o ... . January 1840 through October 1941,
Indiana. ..o September 1942 through March 1945. Minnesota............ January 1940 through April 1941.
Arkansas_ .. ... ooeeaen October through December 1942, South Nakota........ January 1840 through March 1942.
TeXAS  — oo ceccnmennnn September 1942 through July 1945. Louisiana_...___.___.. January 1940 through August 1941,
3 Waiting perfod claims for Alaska included in data for compensable claims for all TexaS. e ocaenas January 1940 through June 1841.
months {n 1840, 1941, and January, to July 1942, Idaho.. ... ... ..... January 1840 through May 1941,
3 First payments: Wisconsin, January 1940 through June 1946n ot reported, data not Washington..._...... January 1940 through May 1041.
”mg’;“""" Indiana, January 1940 through June 1943 not reported, data not com- New York....... ————— Data n%‘ ggi;abl% r})r part-total unemployment Jan-
parable. . . uary 0 une 1945.
¢ Does not include exhaustions for Wisconsin, January 1940 through June 1945; Indiana, ¢ Data not available for partial unemployment: ue U3
January 1940 through June 1943; Wyoming. January 1941 through March 1845, data not Callfornia....._...... January through June 1940.
comparable. New York data not reported for July, August, September, 1942, for July, Maine....ccoceuann.... January through September 1040.
A t, September, 1943, and for June, July, August, and September, 1944, and June 1945. New York______...... January 1940 through June 1045.
$ Weeks compensated for part-total and partial unemployment not reported as follows: Alaska made no paymeats for partial unemployment January 1940 through
Not rovtl;l:d for in State lst: 1940 th e 1945 See also { Dtelsloetmger 1044. st ial ol
ontans. .. ..o.o.... anuary rough June . ee also footnote 5 re payments for partial unemployment.
Pennsylvania......... January 1940 through June 1945, ym
New Jersey_.......... January 1940 through March 1941,
Massachusetts..._.... January 1940 through September 1940.

Misaiseippi......-.... January 1040 through Soptember 1940,
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ExmiBiT IVm.—Average weekl
compensation laws—estimate

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

wages of workers covered by Stale unemploymeny
percent of covered workers enlstled to present State

marimum weekly benefit amount and percent who would be entitled to a $25
marimum under extension of State formula ! :

—

Workers entitled to $25
Percent of | maximum as percent
Average | Tresent |- . o ed of—
State weekly m;;gi,‘l“m workers —
dr iy In beneit | entitled tt° Workers
presen .
amount | aximum er;‘trig:dntto Agggzggd
maximum

United States_._ .. . ocouoaeeo_. $44.21 | _______ 4.9 75.9 34,
AlabBma. . .. eeeann 33.38 $20 2.0 66. 6 15.
fn?“a ------------------------------------ 23~ ;g }g Zg- 1 86.4 64.
ZONA . e X .1 55.1 28,
Arkansas_ ... 26. 09 16 25. 4 34.2 8.
California. ... e eeceeeen 51. 97 20 60.3 84.2 50.
Colorado. ..o eeeeea 87.12 16 45.1 46.9 21.
Connectictt . .o 50. 31 122 149.9 384.0 34).
Delaware. ... oo 45. 83 18 56. 2 69.5 30.
District of Columbia_ . ... .. .__________. 36. 43 20 35.1 69.5 4.
Florida. .. 36. 69 15 38.9 50. 3 19,
georega .................................... 2(1) g ;g % 6 56. 4 11.
£: 1 § | SR X .1 100. 0 30.
Idaho . oo, 34.00 18 27.6 40. 2 11.
linois . _ e cmccececaae 46. 59 20 85.0 79.7 43.
%ndiana ................................... ;g (7;(21 2(8) ;g g gg 0 35.
(11 1 - W . 1 X . 8 20.
KaANSAS . e 43. 51 16 47.6 56.8 27.
PATRS 3 19 18 3.9 % an
Maine __________ T 40.89 2 23.9 68.6 16,
Maryland . - 43.57 20 56.0 79.5 4,
Massachusetts_ ... .. .. 41.41 21 51.2 82.0 42,
Michiymr'lu.l ................................. gg :)g 3 % ] ggg 188.5 $ 60.
innesota. ... ... imcna- . X 69.0 20.
MississippPi. oot g gé lg :?49 % a8.7 9.
1370711 o VN . 1 X 57.6 22.
Memagg pyl Bl @y @) o2
ebraske . .. e cccceena . X .3 20.
Nevada . . oo oo e 45.02 318 357.5 176.6 344,
New Hampshire_____ . _____ ... 33.52 20 17.2 50. 5 8.
New Jersey e 50.18 2 54.3 87.4 47.
New Mexico. .- oo 31.31 15 35.2 48.0 18.
New YorK . eccceeeeaa 47.11 2 47.2 80.9 88.
North Carolina . _____ e, 28. 87 20 8.2 57.7 4,
North Dakota . ... e eeeees 31. 50 20 28.3 70.6 18.
0111 S P 48.78 21 41.5 76.7 3l.
8klahoma__--_-----: ..................... ig gtll }g gi ;gg , gg.
|- 40 1 S, . . . .
Pennsylvania .o 42.75 20 45.7 72.8 33.
Rhode Island _ . ___ el 42 14 18 65. 2 70.2 45,
South Carolina._ . _____ . ... 26. 69 20 12.1 56.9 6.
'Sroutb Dakota___ .. ... 33(5) g‘li ig %g gg 5 12
(3410 o >, . . .0 .
T eXAS . o e em—eaccm————— 39. 19 18 33.9 85.5 22
L 8 7:Y 1 DI 39.41 420 449.8 184.9 442
Vermont. . ... 37.06 20 . 28.7 62.8 18,
Virginia ... eeemam 35.34 15 42.0 42.9 18.
Washington . _ . o eeeeeee. 48.74 25 31.1 100.0 31.
West Virginia._ . o e 42 89 20 35.4 61.8 21
Wiseonsin - .o e, 44 08 20 40.2 93.9 37.
Wyoming. . oo e 39 02 20 42.7 85.0 36.

NWRD = ONWNNAEOIWETNRN A INONNOTINRRNRON PO RNO= = RID e DODONOINDEW | ©

1 ““Covered workers” jnclude all workers who earned wage credits under the State law during 1943, The
centages are based on data for all such workers, including those w1th insufficient earnings to qualify for

neflts,

1f data for the ineligible workers were eliminated and the proportions of eligible workers at the

State and $25 maxi nums computed, the percentages would be higher than those shown; the percentage of
workers entitl~d to the State maximums who would also be entitled to the $25 maximum would probably

remain unchanged.

2 Bas>d on averave weekly waege of estimated number of workers in covered employment in 1ast pay

period of each t
earned in cove

coverage provisions in eflect durine fourth quarter of 1943.
3 In Connecticut, Michiean, and Nevada, the maximums shown are the highest benefit amounts to which

workers are entitled on the basis of past earnings alone.

employment during all pay periods ending within each quarter.

receive benefits as hich as $28 in Connecticut and Michigan and $24 in Nevada.
¢ The statutory maximum of $20 is raised to $25 when the cost-of-living index is at or above 125, and re-

duced to $17 when the index is 98.5 or below.

e (weekly, semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month, and estimated total wages

Estimates are based on

Source: Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board,

Workers with dependents it these States can
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ExaiBiT 1Vn.— Percent of weeks of total unemployment compensated at statutory
mazimum and minimum benefit amount, percenlage distribution by amount of
payment, and average weekly benefit for total unemployment, by State, 1944

Weeks of total unemployment compensated
ey
: weckly
Percent at—! Percentage dlstr;gg:i?n by benefit benefit
State am for total
'I‘otgle ur;em-
number pioy-
Maxl- | Minl- | Leas | 545 | $10t0 | $15t0 [ 313 | ment
U lemam [ than | s9.99 | $14.00 | $17.99 |,
amount]amount| $5 - ’ ‘ more
Total. ... eeuee. 3,723,657 | 58.5| 14.4| 0.4 8.2 18.3| 18.1] 550 $15.90
Alabama._ . oo 48,835 | 41.3 .61 40| 24.2| 30.5| 41.3|._.___. 11.64
Alaska. ... 2,068 | 72.1 2.8 |..___. 8.9| 14.3| 76.8 | ____. 14.21
Arizons._ . __._____ SR 7,222 | 84.9 6 | . 3.6 115 84.9 | _____ 14.43
Arkansas. ..ocoeeevoomnnn. 17,932 | 44.2 42| 83| 2.6 2.9| 4.2 ____. 11.15
Californis. - - ..o cceveeene 486,464 | 67.6 3.2 o). 12.9 11.0 ] 76.1 18. 22
Colorado. oee o oeoeeeno. 9,834 | 73.5 1.4 ) _____ 10.3| 16.2| 73.5)._.._. 13.36
Connecticut. .ocoeooeeo_. 70,621 | 52.8 NN 44| 135 1221]70.0 18.87
Delaware. ___________.____ 3,996 | 55.8 N & 18.4] 15.6| 10.2 ] 55.8 14.76
District of Columbia_...._| . 30,377 | 61.5 N 4.7| 13.3| 11.6] 70.4 17.78
Florida. oo 44,794 | 52.6 & I 13.3| 341 626 |.___.. 12.96
Georgia. oo ooooe 32,488 | 21.1 8.0| 80| 42.7| 19.1 9.1]21.1 10. 54
Hawaii. oo 308| 93.5 0 ... 1.6 20 0 | 964 19. 57
Idaho.. o oo 4,445 | 4.7 3 T 32.5| 26.3| 16.5] 24.7 12.38
Tiinofs. ... 360,703 [ 46.9 8 oo 3.9 128 9.6 | 73.7 17.55
Indiana_.. ..o ... 100,746 | 66.4 2 . 5.2| 14.4] 14.0) 66.4 16. 10
JOWA . eee o e 22,551 | 49.0] ©® d| 21| 23.8| 49.0|.____ 11.59
Kansas._ . ___o_oo.._. 34,512 | 70.8 1.4 | 10.3| 19.1| 70.6 |.____. 13.42
Kentucky .. ... _..____ 62,475 | 18.9| 13.9|_.____. 43.9] 320] 24.1.____. 10. 50
Louisiana.-.. ___.__________ 37,836 | 53.5 3] 1.0 159 211 8.5 53.5 14. 46
Maine. __ ... 24,202 | 151 | 25.8|..._.. 54.6 | 21.7 8.6 |15.1 10. 49
Maryland . _______________ 38,488 | 65.3 27 e 6.4| 13.9 9.0 | 70.7 17.43
Massachusetts. ____...... 163,460 | 63.5 8 .. 38| 16.7 16.0 | 63.5 16.21
ichigan_________________ 321,446 | 83.6| (O |....._ .3 7.0 5.2 | 87.5 19.03
Minnesota..__..._.__._.__ 34,182 | 18.2 1.7 ... 13.2} 28.3| 28.5]30.0 14.28
MissisSippi -« .o oooooo.. 11,476 | 34.7 21| 40| 31.3| 300 347|.__... 1116
MisSouri. oo oo oo 98,363 | 57.1| () .61 103| 17.4| 146} 57.1 15.27
Montana._ _______.________ 7,879 | 5L7 4.5 | .___. 3.9 24.4| 6L7|_ _____ 12.34
Nebraska_________________ 7,735 | 60.2 K 41| 25.7| 60.2].____ 12.65
Nevada......._.__.______. 2,202 93.5 0 ... 7 58| 83.5| ... 14.75
New Hampshire _________ 12, 966 52| 109 .____ 35.9| 38.8| 2.1| 52 11.14
New Jersey.._.___..._.._ 227,206 | 76.6 1.4 | 3.6| 10.7 9.1 76.6 16. 41
New Mexico...._..____.__ 923 | 40.7 5.8 . 32.3| 27.0( 40.7 |..._._. 11.66
New York ¢ . ___________ 642,486 | 64.1 9.4 | oo . 2.4 12.5] 64.1 16.17
North Carolina. __....____ 43,048 8.3 1.5[131]| 68.2] 204 8.3 ) ... 7.91
North Dakota. ... 844 | 52.5 6.1 |- 2.2 23.3| 6205 |-——_.. 12.10
Ohio.._____ .. 71,815 | 66.2 N I 54| 229 T.7)._.__. 14.44
Oklahoma_______.______.__ 24,181 | 78.4 15 T 56| 12.8| 81.6).__.__ 14.69
Oregon_....______________ 9,445 | 93.8 13| ... ®) 6.2} 93.8|..___. 14.32
Pennsylvania...._._______ 172,449 | 51.6 9.3 ... 13.3] 2.1 14.0] 516 15.18
Rhode Island_..___.______ 69,277 | 72,9 5 U I, 5.2| 1.6| 10.4|72.9 16. 44
South Carolina___.__.____ 22312 | 26.8 44| 44| 2.8 420! 26.8|.____. 11.15
South Dakota.____________ 2,120 17.6 | 40.3 |...._. 61.7| 2.7| 17.6 |.__.__ 9.50
T 122,703 | 38.4 6.3 ... 321 20.5] 38.4|...___ 11.45
30,948 [ 63.3 6.0 |eee_. 27.1 19.6 [ 53.3 |....__ 11.55
10,032 | 83.4 4| 3.8 5.6 3.5]|87.1 18.88
5,480 | 38.2 1.7 oo 4.7 47.1| 38.2|.__... 12.29
27,842 | 38.2 3.7| 3.7| 33.4| 24.7| 382|._.._. 11.13
14,640 | 79.6 ) 3.8 |.__._. 8.8| 1.6 79.6 |.____. 13.91
37,540 | 42.3] 10.0 |oooo_. 20.8| 23.2| 13.7| 42.3 14.42
, 388 8.5 3.0 |eee--. 70| 50.6| 20.5| 129 14.25
165 | 35.0 % 2 N 8.0 153| 263! 50.4 15.13

! Based on payments for full weekly benefit rate only; excludes residual payments and payments reduced
bezcause of receipt of benefits under other programs. paym paym
Based on data for 48 States.
: Data not available.
Percentages based on data which include payroents for ‘‘less than total’’ unemployment.
. Less than 0.05 Percent.
State law provides for 2-week benefit period; data adjusted for comparability with otber States.

Source: Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board.
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EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

ExniBrr 1Vo.—Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944) ! by
mazimum duration, Dec. 31, 1944, and June 80, 1946

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Typeof duration provision, and weeks Covered workers Covered workers
of maximum duration Number Number
o 0
States Number States Number
(000’s) Percent (000's) Percent
All States .. . . ecoans 51 29, 838.9 100.0 51 29, 838.9 100.0
Uniform duration, total........_..._. 15| 9,0323( 302 4| 7,039 2.5
14 weekS. .o oo e 1 158.5 .5 1 158.5 .5
16 WeekS . e 7 2,274.3 7.6 b 1,850. 8 62
18wWeekS. ... e 3 2,177.9 7.3 0 0 ¢
20 wWeeKS. . e ceeeee 4 4,421.6 14.8 (] 752. 4 29
2l WeeKS. oo eeeeem 0 0 0 1 334.1 1.1
20 WeeKS e 0 0 0 1 3,935.1 13.2
Variable duration, total_...........__. 36 20, 806. 6 69. 8 37 22,808.0 76.5
14 weeks. .o eeeeeeceaeeae 1 88.3 .3 1 88.3 .3
15 WeeKS. - oo 1 204.7 1.0 0 0 0
16 WeeKS. .o 18 7,780.0 26.1 7 1,890.8 63
17 wWeeKS_ . e 1 67.9 .2 1 67.9 .2
18 WeeKS. o eeaaeaan 4 2,763.0 9.3 3 1,445.0 49
19 WeeKS . oo 0 0 0 2] 99.1 .3
20wWeeKkS._ ..o icieeccecenan 9 7,082.1 23.8 15 8,385.0 2.1
22 WeeKS . oo meeeeaman 0 0 0 2 2,097.8 7.1
23 WeeKS._ - .t eeeeeeremeemmm 2 2,712.7 9.1 3 4,420.3 142
26weekS._ ... e 0 0 0 4 4,513.8 15.1

! Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,

semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are prel
Maximum possible duration under upward cost-o

2 Utah.

iminary.
f-living adjustme

weeks. When no adjustment applies, duration is 23 weeks uniform.

nt currently effective is 19

Exnisir 1Vp.—Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944)'
by minimum duration, Dec. 31, 1944, and June 80, 1946

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Minimum duration Covered workers Covered workers
of Btatos of States
of Sta/ o
Number Number
(mvs) Percent (mps) Percent
Total. ..o eecmccceccaean- 51 290,838. 9 100.0 51 20,838. 9 100.0
Under 2weeks. . ... ....coceemecmmcca-- 1 715.4 2.4 1 715.4 24
2t029weekS. _ ..o 3 694.2 2.3 1 88.3 .3
3to3.9weeks_ __ oo o- 2 1,240.0 42 3 1,865.4 6.3
4tod49weeks. .. 2 807.0 2.7 1 181.6 .6
bto5.9weeks. . ... oeeeeieeaas 2 1,7562.3 59 2 1,675.0 5.6
6to6.9weeks. ... .. cecemeae- 7 3,438.0 11.5 7 2,174.0 7.3
7to79weeks. ... . oeeeeees 8 6,764.7 22.7 6 2,000.0 6.7
8to89weekS __ .. oo 2 162.4 .5 2 162.4 .5
9toD9weekS. ___ . eeececaeeees 2 2,364.8 7.9 2 4,901.7 16.5
10to10.9 weekS. .. __ . .oeeemeeaaae 5 1,273.6 4.3 6 4,238.2 14.2
Iltoll.9weekS. ___ . eiecencannaa 1 82.6 .3 1 82.6 .3
A 1 1,5871.7 8.3 3 2,600.1 8.7
1 158.56 .5 1 158.5 .8
7 22143 7.4 18 1,940.9 8.5
3 2177.9 7.3 1 2,015.2 6.8
4 4,421.6 14.8 6 752.4 2.5
0 0 0 1 334.1 1.1
0 0 0 . 1 3,835.1 13.2

1 Represents average number of workers in covered emplo

semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month.
3 Includes Utah. M inimum under upward cost-of-living adjustmen

applicable, is

16 gnd a fraction weeks.

Data are p

ent in last pay period of each type (weekly,

iminary.

t of weekly benefit amount, currently
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Exmisir IVq

PERCENT OF COVERED WORKERS IN STATES WITH SPECIFIED MAXIMUM
DURATION, DEC. 31, 1944 AND JUNE 30, 1945
PERCENT OF ALL COVERED WORKERS

50
i DECEMBER 31,1944 PROVISIONS * |
® B JuNE 30,1945 PROVISIONS
\
30 P
é - .
- 7
n
10 L
]
/ .
0 U -~ . . l
14 15-16 17-18 19-20 21-22 23-24 25-26

MAXIMUM DURATION (WEEKS)

Exn1BiT IVr.— Ratio of exhaustion to first payments

1940 1941 1942 1943 1944
United States. - - - oo oo 149.5 146.4 140.2 231.1 3119.5
AlBBBIMA e 47.6 4.5 32.5 37.4 7.7
Alask8.__ e 45.3 25.5 16.3 16.5 25.6
AriZODB. . o e (%) ) ) ) 2.8
ATKADSAS. .o e emeeeane 54.9 41,5 50.5 44.2 48.1
Q1 (1] 1 £ S 52.6 46.3 40.5 32.1 4.8
Colorado. . oo oo 52.1 48.9 38.7 17.3 20.9
Connecticut o - oo 55.1 37.7 2.8 - 15.2 8.7
Delaware. ..o, 62.6 53.6 45.7 44.0 16.2
Iﬂl2llst'r(;ct of Columbia. ... ... ... ... g% g 4523 :3. g 323 g 27.2
OFIAB . e e e e e cmccmcccecccm—ean~ . . . . 21.

Qeorgia. ..o iaeee. 0 ©) 50. 1 61.5 37.9
Bawaii_ o 62.2 51.3 20.0 3.2 10.7
Idaho. o emeeee 63.7 63.7 42.1 40.6 41.3
TUNOIS . . oo oo T 40.7 36.6 25. 4 18.7 12.5
Indiang._ . oo e ) Q) Q) Q) 26.1
lowa I 60. 1 52.6 48.2 45.6 30.9
RANSAS. o e < 66.3 49.9 42. 4 27.7 20.8
Rentueky e 52.0 53.3 38.8 34.7 2.0
UISIANG. . .o 70.2 64.4 66.0 50.8 37.5
T8I0 . e e o e e oo e 25.8 30,9 - 26.9. 32.9 10.7
Maryland. ..., 45.0 50.4 33.9 18.2 17.0
Massachusetts.. ... . ____ .- 117777 48.1 42.8 34.3 17. 1 15.2
Michigan. .. .o oo T 27.4 19.7 43.0 2.3 14.7
Minnesota__..___ . ... ... . T lIl.lTTC 56.5 b3.5 47.9 34.8 25.7
Mississippi.______ . T 59.2 47.2 43.7 31.1 30.6
Missouri_________ O} (4) 49,1 4.1 22.7
Montana__ 65.7 49. 4 36. 4 19.7 27.7
Nebraska_______ 54.7 47.1 40.6 20.0 27.0
Nevada_________ ... 60.5 59.8 41.4 33.2 28.8
New Hampshire 37.9 32.4 2.1 19.5 10.1
vew Jersey 60.7 47.1 4.2 33.0 2.7
New Mexico 54.9 49.2 34.6 28.4 22.8
W York . e 50.1 54.3 42.8 30.8 11.0
North Carolina 30.2 4.3 39.3 50.2 24.4
orth Dakota 59.0 61.9 32.1 23.9 14.9
10 e e 48.1 4.9 36.7 23.9 12,0
Oklahoma._ . ______ o TTTTmTmmTTmmmTTTTTTTT 73.0 63.8 45.5 27.9 25.7
TOBOD. _ oo 52.1 42.7 32.0 30.9 18.7
Pennsylvania___________TTTTTTTTTmmTTTTTTTT 0} ) 44.8 39.7 29,9

! Based on 45 States.

! Based on 47 States.

3 Based on 49 States. -

¢ Data not comparable.
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Exmsir IVr.—Ratio of exhaustion to first payments—Continued

1040 1941 1942 1943 1944

RhodelIsland. ... .. . .. 71.1 57.9 51.8 36.3 28.6
South Caroling . _ . _ ... eicccecccaan 42.9 36.1 39.7 35.3 33.7
South DaKota . - - .ot ccaccaace——- 48.3 46.8 53.0 36.9 4.6
Y111 LN o - YO 50.1 44.5 43.2 4.0 33.4
P XA . - o o e e ceccctececccccemceememeeemenan—e 67.5 59.5 56.1 55.8 49.2
) 057\ T 53.3 46.6 32.3 17.6 6.6
Vermont. ... ieiiieaes 40.8 46.4 40.1 34.3 27.4
Virginia . . eeeee 39.7 48.4 45.0 35.6 32,9
Washington_ ... 48.5 42.9 20.4 8.6 9.3
West Virginia . _ o cccccec————- 45.0 30.7 21.4 20.3 18.6
R AT ) 1 b S IO PSRN PRSPPI HUSPRIVIIOIN FOR RN I
WYOmiNg . ..o cccccccemm———n 58.7 95.0 ® ® O]

¢ Date not comparable.

ExnaiBiTr V.—Cost of living—Groups— Average for large cities
[Index numbers 1935-39=100]

House- | S0 | ypicea)
Year and month Allitems| Food Rent | Clothing fuir:glgh- tricity, | laneous
and ice
19039 oo oo meeeeea- 9.4 " 95.2 104.3 100.5 101.3 99.0 100.7
1040, o eiceee mem—e-- 100. 2 96.6 104.6 101.7 100. 5 99.7 . 101.1
4] el —ae 105.2 105.5 108.2 106.3 107.3 102.2 104.0
1042 o e eeeecemeneeee——- 116.5 123.9 108. 5 124.2 122. 2 105. 4 110.9
1043 . o eee e ieiece aamee s 123.6 138.0 108.0 129.7 125.6 107.7 115.8
1044 e e imimmcmen 125.6 136.1 108. 2 138.8 136. 4 109.8 121.3
1944—
Mar. 15 eeeeeeea - 123.8 134.1 108.1 136.7 129.0 109.9 119.1
Apr. 15 el 124.6 134.6 108.1 137.1 132.9 109.9 120.9
May 15 oo 125.1 135. 6 108.1 137. 4 135.0 109. 8 121.3
June 15 ... 125.4 135.7 108.1 138.0 138.4 109.6 121.7
July 15 - 126.1 137. 4 108. 2 138.3 138.7 109.7 122.0
Aug. 15 ... 126. 4 137.7 108.2 139. 4 139.3 109.8 1223
Sept.15. ... 126.5 137.0 108.2 141. 4 140.7 109. 8 122. 4
Oct. 15 .o 126.5 136. 4 ) 141.9 141. 4 109.8 122.8
Nov. 15 e 126. 6 136. 5 () 142.1 141.7 109.9 1229
Dec. 15 a2 127.0 137. 4 108.3 142.8 143.0 109.4 123.1
1945—Jan. 15, . .o . .... 127.1 137.3 Q) 143.0 143.6 109.7 123.3
Feb.15 e . 126.9 136.5 O 143.3 144.0 110.0 123.4
Mar. 15 . e 126.8 135.9 108.3 143.7 144. 5 110.0 123.6
Apr. 15 . 127.1 136.6 ?) 14.1 144.9 109.8 123.8
May 15 - 128.1 138.8 1) 144.6 145.4 110.0 124.0
June 15 __ . eeeo-- 120.0 141.1 108.3 145. 4 145.8 110.0 124.0
1 Not available.

Exmisir Vla.—Distribution of labor force by coverage status (in an average week

of 1944)
Total labor force (average week in 1944) _ _ _ oo -_-. 64. 2
Less unemployed . - _ - e eee e . 8
Employed labor foree.- - - - - - - oo e 63. 4
In the armed forees._ - - - - - oo oo oo eeeemeemmeeeean ————— 11.2
Employed civilian labor foree - - - - - - e 52. 2

A. Presently covered groups: )
(1) Covered by State unemployment compensation

WB - o o e cmmmmmmmmmmm e ————— 29.0
(2) Covered by railroad unemployment insurance- - - - - 1. 4
Total covered. . - .- .-.-. e e emmmememe—m—————————- 30. 4
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“

ExmBiT VIa.—Distribution of labor force by ‘coverage status (in an average week
of 1944)—Continued

Employed civilian labor force—Continued
B. Presently not covered groups:

(1) Federal and maritime employees._ .. __________.___ 3.3
(2) Employees of small employers (excluded by size-of-
firm restrictions) - _ ... .. 0
(3) Agricultural workers: .
(a) Agricultural processing workers. . _ . ______ .3
() Others. - oo e eeeeee e 2.2
(4) Employees of State and local governments_______. 2.9
(5) Domestic workers in private homes, employees of
nonprofit institutions and miscellaneous_.._____._ 6
(6) Self-employed:
(@) Farmers_ - - oo e 5.0
(d) Others. - _ . oo oo 4.5
Total not covered - _ - .. _______ 21. 6

Exa1BIiT VIb

FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, SoCIAL SECURITY BOARD,
BureEaU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY,
Washington 25, February 6, 1946.

UnEMPLOYMENT CoMPENSATION LETTER No. 80

To: All State Employment Security Agencies.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE TO MAJOR AREAS NOT NOW COVERED

In developing recommendations to the State legislatures which are meeting in
1945, State agencies will wish to give consideration to ways in which the scope of
their unemployment-compensation laws can be extended to provide protection to
individuals subject to the risk of unemployment who are not now covered. No
doubt it is the desire of every State agency to have this protection extended to
as many groups of wage earners as it is administratively feasible to cover. The
broader the coverage the more effective will be the unemployment-compensation
program.

The attached documents on extension of coverage to employers of one or more
individuals, and to agricultural workers, employees of State and loeal govern-
ments, and employees of nonprofit organizations will, it is hoped, assist State
agencies in considering the desirability and feasibility of extending coverage in
these major areas. No attempt has been made here to cover all areas in which
coverage might well be extended; other areas, such as that of domestic service, are
also worthy of serious consideration. :

Sincerely yours,
EwaN CLAGUE, Director.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS
TO EMPLOYERS OF ONE OR MORE

There is now general agreement that unemployment compensation coverage
should be extended to all employers, regardless of size. Experience under the old-
age and survivors insurance program and under 13 State unemployment compen-
sation laws with coverage of employers of one or more bears ample testimony to the
fact that the administrative problems involved in covering small firms are not
Insuperable. Extension of coverage to employers of one or more at any time would
bring an estimated 3.5 million additional workers under the State unemployment
compensation systems. It would increase the benefit rights of other workers
already covered by permitting the inclusion of earnings from small firms in the
calculation of their benefits.
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Origin of size-of-firm restriclions

At the time the Social Security Act was adopted, there was general acceptance of
the idea that some sige-of-firm restrictions were necessary in the early years of the
program and the Federal unemployment tax was limited to employers who em-
ployed eight or more individuals in at least 20 weeks in a year. “};th some notable
exceptions, the State legislatures followed suit and adopted this or similar limita-
tions on coverage.

No one ever argued that a worker’s need for benefits when unemployed is in
any way dependent upon the number of workers any of his former employers
happened to employ. They did, however, argue that in the initial years of the
unemployment-compensation program, the coverage of workers in small firms
would result in administrative difficulties. It was thought that, under some
circumstances, it would be difficult to find such employers so that the cost of
obtaining compliance with reporting and tax requirements would be excessive
in relation to the amount collected; that there was little justification in approach-
ing a point where the number of employing units paying contributions would be
as numerous as the individual workers who would benefit from the protection.

The tentative character of the size-of-firm exclusion in the Federal act 1s
illustrated by the fact that the actual number of workers and length of time
were determined by compromise. The Wagner-Lewis bill of 1934 proposed to
cover employvers of 10 or more; the Committee on Economic Security in 1935
suggested covering employers of 4 or more for a ‘‘reasonable period of time (any
13 weeks of the taxable year for example).” The advisory council to the Com-
mittee on Economic Security recommended requiring 6 or more workers in 13
weeks. The Economic Security Act as introduced in 1935 provided coverage for
employers of 4 or more. The bill as adopted by the House restricted coverage
to employers of 10 or more, while in the Senate version the number of workers
was set at 4. The conference committee agreed upon 8 as a compromise figure
for the Social Security Act.

Feasibility of one-or-more coverage

Fortunately, eight States with widely differing economic characteristics did not
adopt the size-of-firm limitation.! The need of the worker for protection carried
more weight with the legislatures of these States than the argument that the task
would be difficult. Their faith was justified; 'no administrative break-dowu
resulted because their coverage was more ambitious than that of other States.
The feasibility of coverage for the worker in the small firm was demonstrated both
in sparsely settled and in highly industrialized States.

In recognition of this success, on December 30, 1938, when the Board submitted
to the President its recommendations for amendments to the Social Security Act,
it went on record officially in favor of including employers of one or more under the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act. Mr. Altmeyer repeated that recommendation
several times in his testimony before the Ways and Means Committee during the
hearings on the 1939 amendments. The Fourth Annual Report of the Social
8ecurity Board, 1939, termed the inclusion of employers of one or more workers
under unemployment compensation laws both ‘‘desirable and feasible.”” Extend-
ing coverage in this direction has been advocated in each annual report since
then, and the Bureau of Employment Security has so advised in its legislative
recommendations.

By October 1, 1944, five additional States? had extended their coverage to in-
clude all employers regardless of size, making the total thirteen. As the laws
stand at the end of 1944, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Washington
cover employers of one or more at any time. The others specify minimum pay
roll or time limitations. Arkansas requires only 10 days of employment in a
year. Delaware, Massachusetts, Montana, and Pennsylvania require employ-
ment in at least 20 weeks, and Wyoming has an additional requirement of $150
pay roll in a calendar quarter. Minnesota covers employers of one or more in
20 weeks within the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000
population, but exeludes employers outside those limits who are not subject to
the Federal unemployment tax. Idaho, Nevada, and Utah define ‘“‘employer’’
in terms of size of pay roll; the (ﬁarterly pay roll must be $78 in Idaho, $140 in
Utah, and $225 in Nevada. In Montana, either one employee in 20 weeks or an
annual pay roll of more than $500 is required for coverage.

W‘ District %gﬂ Columbia, 1935; Pennsylvania, 1936; Arkansas, Delaware, Hawaif, Montana, Nevada, and
yoming, 1937.
t Idaho, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Utah, and Washington.
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The experience of these States indicates that the administrative difficulties in
covering employers of one or more are overshadowed by the advantages. Small
employers are accustomed to keeping records and making reports for the Bureau
of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and for other Government agencies. Conse-
quently, the ground work has been laid, and the administrative difficulties are
not as great as they would have been in the beginning. Even then they were not
insurmountable, as the experience of the eight original States proves. The
fact that no State has rescinded its provisions gives mute testimony as to the
practicability of the coverage.

Need for coverage of smaller units

There can be little question as to the need for extension. In 1941, size-of-
firm limitations in State unemployment compensation laws excluded from cover-
age between two and three million workers covered by the old-age and survivors
insurance program, In 1943, the estimate was about 3.5 million workers in the
countrv (table 1). Extension of coverage to employers of one or more workers
would have increased the number of covered workers in 1943 by 7.5 percent.
The percentage increase by State would have ranged from 50.7 percent in North
Dakota with eight or more coverage to only 2.3 percent in New Mexico which
covers employers of two or more (table 2). As might be expected, the 17 States
which exclude the largest percentage of workers because of the size-of-firm pro-
visions are those which restrict coverage to employers of eight or more workers.
If they deleted the size-of-firm limitation, 12 of these States would have a per-
centage increase in coverage of more than twice the increase for the country.
No State with the eight. or more workers limitation excludes fewer than 9.2 percent
of its workers. .

The amount of unemployment experienced by workers employed by small firms
is not known. But it has been the experience of States covering small firms that
the mortality rate of small businesses is higher than that of larger organizations.
Changes in ownership are also more frequent. It might be expected that workers
would experience some unemployment when the firm for which they work goes out
of business or changes ownership.

Type of coverage provision

If the single worker is to be covered, and his employer taxed, some decision
must be made as to whether it is desirable to provide some legislative restriction
whereby infrequent and isolated periods of employment are excluded from cover-
age or whether coverage should be extended to all employing units which at any
time during the year have in employment one or more individuals performing
services not specifically exempt.

Only three States tax all employers with a worker performing services not

specifically exempt—and those three exempt casual labor not in the course of the
employer’s trade or business. The others restrict the application of the tax to
those employers who have sufficient need of a worker or workers either to use his
or their combined services for not less than a specified number of weeks, or to pay
not less than a specified amount in wages. -
. These restrictions, like the size-of-firm limitations, were incorporated because
1t was thought they would make it administratively simpler to recognize and
determine subjectivity. It was thought also either that the coverage of incidental
employment was not sound policy because the worker performing the employment
was not attached to the labor market, or that such employment as might be rep-
resented by anything less than the time or amount specified would have little
bearing on the worker’s benefit rights. Specifically, it is sometimes said that,
Since a very brief period of employment would not entitle a worker to benefits,
the difficulties of covering employers who operate for only a brief time would
not be justified in terms of the purpose of the program.

More frequently than not, however, such incidental employment is performed
by individuals who are deﬁnitely attached to the labor market. If all their
earnings within a year were reported, it would be found that they would meet
the qualifying-earnings test of the State law and, when unemployed, the test of
availability for work. In all States but Wisconsin, a worker’s eligibility for
benefits is tested, not by his employment with any one employer, but by his
total base-period earnings or employment. The wages from an employer ex-
CI}JQegl by the weeks-of-employment test might make the difference between
eligibility and ineligibility for some workers, and substantially increase the
weekly benefit amount or total benefits for others. Therefore, failure to cover
the scattered employment which they may perform for several employers may
well mean that workers will not be able to meet the earnings test even though
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their earnings are high or, if they do qualify, it may mean that their benefit
rights will represent a very small percentage of their annual earnings.

Moreover, the argument that a limitation on the extent of the employment
covered is administratively simpler does not seem to be borne out by experience,
The difficulties in deciding whether or not the services of one employee were per-
formed in 19 or 20 calendar weeks, when the record shows only the pay days, for
example, mayv be veryv difficult.

It mayv be easier to determine the amount of wages paid than the number of
weeks of emplovment given. But there will be many difficult decisions as to
whether the wages paid were just below or just above the required amount—and,
if some of the wages were paid in kind, the decision will be even more difficuit.

Casual labor '

In 8 of the 13 States now covering employers af one or more, ‘‘employment’’
does not include ‘“‘casual labor not in the course of the emplover’s trade or busi-
ness.””  This exclusion serves to eliminate a great deal of intermittent employvment,
and seems desirable in connection with complete one-or-more coverage. As it is
usually interpreted, this provision excludes occasional, incidental, or infrequent
services which do not advance or promote the trade or business of the employer.
The painter hired by a householder to paint his house would be excluded, but an
occasional clerk hired by a grocery store would not, since his labor, while casual,
does promote the employer’s business.

Administrative advantages of complete coverage

When there is no limitation on coverage because of the size of the firm or the
extent of the employment, the only question to be decided in status determina-
tions is whether or not the services constitute employment. As one agency ex-
pressed it, “ With that extensive coverage, status determinations can be made by
clerks, and not lawyers.” :

One State which changed from eight or more in 20 weeks to one at any time,
responded to a questionnaire from North Carolina in part, as follows:

“A complete ‘one or more’ coverage presents some advantages over the pay-
roll test or weeks-of-employment test in that we are no longer faced with the neces-
sity for making liability audits or quibbling with the employer over exact pay-roll
counts-or amounts in a given week. When our field adviser walks into the em-
ployer’s place of business, the only question to be determined is whether or not
the employment is subject employment. Although the time saved in liability
audits probably does not equal the increased effort in securing reports from the
small employers, we are completely in favor of complete coverage rather than
the use of some qualifying test to eliminate the short-time employment. Our
coverage is practically identical with that of the Federal Insurance Contributions
Act, and we find this advantageous. Aside from the matter of convenience to
the employer, we find ourselves better able to police our accounts by direct clear-
ance with the collector of internal revenuc on all account changes.’’

Complete coverage of all employing units engaged in ‘“‘employment’’ permits
the elimination of the ‘“‘contractor tacking’’ provisions which are so difficult to
administer.

Another advantage of complete coverage is closer integration with the old-age
and survivors’ insurance program. It should be noted, however, that cover-
age under the two laws will not yet be identical. In addition to differences in
the definitions of excluded services which exist in some laws, there is a difference
in the definition of the employing relationship which under the State laws is
generally broader than that used in determining coverage under the old-age and
survivors’ insurance program. It is recommended that States adhere to their
broader concept.

Promptness of change

If these 3.5 million exeluded workers are to be protected against unemployment
during the reconversion period, action to extend coverage should be made effective
as of the earliest possible date. Workers will not be able to claim benefits
based on their wages with such small firms until some time after coverage is
effective, because of the time lag between the end of the base period and the
beginning of the benefit year. In 23 of the 38 States with size-of-firm restrictions,
the lag between the base period and benefit year consists of one completed calendar
quarter. In these States, if extended coverage were to become effective January 1,
1945, the newly covered employment would not appear in the base period of any
worker who filed his initial claim before July 1, 1945. It would be April 1, 1946,
before the entire base period could include the newly subject employment.
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The lag is even longer in the other 15 States. Again assuming January 1, 1945,
as the effective date for coverage, the earliest dates for an initial claim for benefits
pased on that employment would be October 1, 1945, in Kentucky; January 1,

1946, in Oregon and Wisconsin; March

in eight States (Colorado

, Connecticut,

1, 1946, in New Hampshire; April 1
I'llinois, Maine, Maryland, Rhode fsland,

1946,

Vermont, and West Virginia); May 1, 1946, in Virginia; June 1, 1946, in New
York; and July 1, 1946, in North Carolina.

TasLE 1.—Estimated number of workers with some earnings during 1943 in industries
subject to State unemployment compensation laws,! by State

Percentage
) I;g:ﬂgggf Number of increase,

State 8ize-of-firm coverage pro- covered | Workers in all) workers in all

vision 2 firms (in firms 2 (in firms over

thousands) thousands) covered

workers ¢
Total, 51 States. . .ocoe Jocom e o e 8 44,800 8 48, 300 7.5
ﬁllabl?ma ....................... 8 or (Iinore .................... 72? 8{45;9. 1(_;.3

1) ¢ YR S L T 17.
Arizona. ... dormore..__ . _oo... 206 214 4.0

Arkansas. ... lormore . _._ . ___._._____. 383 383 0
California. .o« co oo 4ormore. ... ..o 3, 887 4,076 4.9
Colorado. .. oo Sormore._._._._______.._... 347 411 18.3
Connecticut . ... ccuoeae .. 4ormore. .. _________.__... 1,027 1,068 4.0

Delaware. . ... lormore. ... 161 161 0

District of Columbia. ... [ . QO 317 317 0
Florida. .. ... S8ormore. ... ... 720 839 16.5
Georgia. o] doo . 891 985 10.6

Hawaii. ... oe oot 1ormore. . . oo 168 168 0

Idabo._ . e} o (o T 136 136 0
Iinois. .o oo 6Ormore. .. ..cececcccecon-- 3, 532 3,871 9.6
Indiana.. ... ... S8ormore. . .o ___._._. 1,404 1, 657 10.9
s T
ANSAS. . - oo 19. 8
Kentucky 556 592 6.5
%&m_isiana ;7)8 812 4.3
alne . _ _ oo, 1 334 14.9
Maryland___ . _________. 93% 975 3.9

Massachusetts_ _ ... ___________. 1 or more 1,912 1,912

Michigan. ___ .. _......_. 8 or more 2, 266 2,470 9.2
Minnesota. . oo e lormored _______ e mcmemmnn 740 807 91
it{issis»sippi .................... 8 or (Iinore .................... ggs 414 16.7

IS0111 J O RUIPIS Lo S 1,231 1, 407 .
Montana______._____. R lormore. oo 133 133 16 3
Nebraska_ ___________ ... _. S8ormore......_.. e emem——e 289 370 .9

Nevada. . lormore.. ... ooocecueo___. 81 81 0
New Hampshire. _............. 4dormore.._.____.___..____... 168 180 7.2
New Jersey. . oo 8ormore....._.__...._._.... 1,934 2,137 10.5
New Nlexico. . ooomee. . P) o 110) - 133 136 2.3
New York_ ... 40rmore. .. .. __e_eeee_. 5, 881 6,2 6. 4
North Carolina____.________.__. Bormore.. .____ .. _._...__. 1,027 1,128 9.8
North Dakota._________._______f--oee o (o T 65 98 50.7
OBIO. . e Sormore____ ... ... 3,165 3,255 2.8
Oklahoma.__________________._.. 8Ormore. . ... oo 519 615 18.6
Oregon_________.__.____._ S 40rMOre. oo oooeean 565 501 4.6

Peunsylvania_______.__________ lormore. . ... ._..o.._.. 4,193 4,193 0
Rhode Island_ ______..._..__.... 40rmore.. . ..o 375 391 4.2
South Carolina____._.________._. BOrmMOre. ..o 470 523 11. 4
South Dakota___ .. ...} .. do. ol 74 106 43.7
CNNEeSSe. .. ... ceonioaann do ... 866 970 12.0
Caan §of Sore. LTI a1 - 16.7
¥9m}ont _______________________ 8 or (Ilnore .................... 111 132 19.3

Irginia. ___.__.______ oo |- [+ SR 870 990

Washington_.______ ... lormore. oo, 812 812 13 o
West Virginia_._______..__..._. 80rmore. .. ....._..._..._.. 519 574 10.6
Wisconsin. ... _..._._..._. [iR0) 1 110 ¢ T 1,004 1,117 11.2

Vyoming_ .. _________.__ Teeee- lormore........coacoooo_.. 75 75 0

! Includes all services which constitute “employment’’ as defined in the law, regardless of the size of the

employing unit.

! Represents number of workers an employer must have to be subject to State law.
! Figures based on number of workers, with no information as to the number of weeks.

! Percentages based on unrounded data. In States with cover
would undoubtedly be added by changing to 1 at any time, but
§ Total, 51 States, has been reduced to*adj

more than 1 State during the year.

¢ But employers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village,

excluded if not subject to the Federal act.

a&e

of 1 or more in 20 weeks, some workers
. ¢ number could not be ascertained.
ust for duplication arising from employment of individuals in

or borough of 10,000 or more are
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TaBLE 2.—Estimatled sncrease in covered workers sn 1943 if stze-of-firm restrictions
had been elimsnated from State laws, sn descending percenlage sncrease

Number of
workers Percentage
excluded by | increase over
State Size-of-irm provision gsize-of-firm covered
limitations workers,
(in thou- 1943
sands)

Total, 51 States l oo eccccccc]icccmeccccccccccccccccccccaae— 3, 500 7.5
North Dakota. ... ..o ioccccccaeas S8ormore. ... oooo--- 33 50.7
South Dakota. .. .o vmccceccvemencvefoeanen do. e 32 43.7
Nebraska . __ oo oceececcccmcccccece)aeeen '+ [/ Y 81 7.9
) (1) ¢ RSN I [+ [+ TP 132 25.4

............................................ do.. e 100 19.8
Vermont. . ceeecrcecemeemmememe el (s {1 Y, 21 19.3
Oklahoma. _ oo eecccvccecce ] cman (s [+ YU 96 1% 6
Colorado. - - oo eaccvcemcmeee]caaas [ (1 S 64 18.3
Alaska e s (TSR . 17.9
Mississippi - - - oo ool s L TR 59 16.7
P eXAS. o eerreccecncmcececrccmenerecmeeae=leen s (o S 313 16.7
by T o (s : SR « [ TS 119 16.5
Maine__ ... o icceccercccccaa e s [+ S 43 14.9
MiSSOUrL. . - .eoeccceccccccccccccececceee]aaaan L (1 S 176 14.3
Virginia. . o oo oo cicccce |l ' (+ S 120 13.9
TennesSeP. . . - cccccecerccccecrccccccr—cmmmmeeoean s [ YN 104 12.0
BSouth Caroling._. ... v eccercecccce]aeeo. s [ Y 53 11. 4
Wisconsin 2. .. ... .. 6ormore._.. ... 113 11.2
Indiana. .. ... 8ormore.. .o oo 153 10.9
Georgia. ... oo e ieiecccecceeecee | s [+ TN )} 10.6
West Virginia .. .o erccecceefaan. o [ TSN 56 10.6
New Jersey. oo cemccecicccccceccccacec)aean. [ s SN 203 10.5
Alabama e eeccrccmcca e s [ 77 10.3
North Caroling _ ... oo eeeeeca| e (s [+ J N 101 9.8
TlNoIS . . e cmemaee GOrMOTe. .o ceecmccceceene 339 9.6
Michigan. . oo e cicccccerccecace- SOrmore. coveeecccccuancan 210 9.2
Minnesota. . .. e ccccaceeene lormored. ... o ceeeeencee 67 9.1
New Hampshire_ .. ... 40rmMoOre. .oecmcccccee- 12 7.2
Reatucky. oo do. e 36 6.5
New YorK_ o eeeececccmmeeefeaean [+ [ Y 375 6.4
Califormis._ e eeeemccemeee|aeaas (s (1 S 189 4.9
Oregon._ ... ..o cccceeeccceeeceeace)aaaaa ¢ (s S, 26 4.6
Louisianga . o cceceeccemccceeeaeaae. Ao e k71 4.3
Rhodelsland .. ... e eeeemeeeeaa) el do.. e 16 472
ATIZONA o eeeee— e eemen S3ormore. . coeeeaaea- 8 4.0
Connecticut . _ . e e eeim——eean 40rmore. .- 41 4.0
Marviand. ..o eeee [ (s Y 37 3.9
ONi0. - . e erece——————————- 3ormore. . . 90 2.8
New MeXiCo - oo oo eeeceeeeaam PR R 111¢) ¢ - PO, 3 2.3
ATKANSaS . _ e eeeem——ennn 1Ormore. . ....cceeeemmeman- 0 0
Delaware. . . oo | amm s [ SN 0 0
District of Columbia____ .o .. Ao e P 0 0
Hawail_ _ .o reeceee]eaen s [ T 0 0
Idaho. .. o ieeeeccreeeaeaea|eeaan do... e eeaa 0 0
Massachusetts. .o omeeeecmemceeeeeeea]eeaas (s [« T 0 0
MontanA . - - - e ceeeeceeemmmmaeee e s 1 T 0 0
Nevada. .o o oo ceeeim e e do. ... .. 0 0
Pennsylvania_ . i iecemee] s s [ Y 0 0
L6575 1 NI SN [+ [ YO 0 0
Washington_ _ __ ... ..ot s o 0 0
WYOmINg. . e cmeececcccmeremmmee e s (1 YR 0 0

1 Total, 51 States. Has been reduced to adjust for duplication arising from employment of individuals in

more than 1 State during the year.

* Employer becomes subject as of the beginning of the calendar year in which he has 8 or more employees
in 18 wecks, and as of the end of the calendar year in which he has 6 or more emglo ees in 18 weeks.
o

1 Butem pltﬁvers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or boroug
ed if not subject to the Federal act.

tion are exclu

10,000 or more popula-

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS TO
EMPLOYEES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Employees of State and local governments have been excluded from coverage
under the Federsl Unemployment Tax Act because of the doubt as to whether

the Federal Government could levy the unemployment tax on the States.

How-

evel, there is no 1eason why State employees cannot be covered under all State

laws and employees of local subdivisions under most of those laws.
of these employees is large and their unemployment a common experience.

The number

Un-
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fortunately, however, up to the present time practically every State has followed
the Federal act and has excluded State and local government workeis from cover-
age, even though many States have gone beyond the coverage of the Federal
act in other respects.

Eztent of State and local governmental employment

Removal by the States of the exclusion of State and local governmental workers
would bring between two and three million additional workers into the unem-
ployment compensation system. In April 1944, there were 3,081,100 State and
local government employees in the United States, including both school and
nonschool employees. he attached table shows the number of such employees
in each State in April and October 1943 and April 1944, In Apiil 1940 the
pumber of State and local government employees—excluding school employees,
persons on work relief and employees of contractors—was estimated at 2,057,000.
There were 38,853 employing units—States, counties, townships, cities, towns
and villages. Of these units, 48 percent had 10 or more employees and employecf
97 percent of the workers. In 1942, 1 of every 40 persons in the country was a
public employee of a State or local government. The 12 largest governmental
employers in the country are, in descending order, the Federal Government, New
York City, New York State, Pennsylvania, Chicago, California, Detroit, Illinois,
Ohio, Philadelphia, Texas, and Los Angeles. New York City with 133,000 (ex-
clusive of school employees) had more than twice the number of New York State
with 55,900.

These 3,000,000 workers are in a variety of occupations; some of them are
performing functions ordinarily thought of as exclusively or primarily govern-
mental. In the group are the elected and appointed administrative and legis-
lative officers, policemen, firemen, school teachers, judges, and employees of
corrective institutions. But States and municipalities engage in a great many
other activities, some of them identical with those of private organizations.
They build roads and bridges, build and operate hospitals, libraries, museums,
golf courses, swimming pools, iight and power plants, and water supply systems.
When a State contracts with a construction company to build a highway or a
school, the workmen are protected by unemployment compensation. %f the State
had constructed the road or building itself, the workmen would have had no
protection. In some localities, individual householders must arrange for the
removal of their garbage and trash, frequently by contract with a covered con-
tractor; in others, the town contracts with an individual or firm to remove it;
while in still others, the municipalities buy the equipment and hire the laborers
to do the removing. Only in the first two casés do the workers now have unem-
ployment insurance protection. Other activities not customarily associated
with governments which are sometimes performed by governmental units or
instrumentalities include street railways, fish hatcheries, liquor stores, printing
businesses, and even flour mills, : '

To carry out these varied governmental and proprietary activities, the govern-
ment employs carpenters, electricians, janitors, truck drivers, elevator operators,
stenographers, cooks, switchboard operators, engineers, and workers with many
other skills as well as unskilled labor. All of these workers are engaged in types
of work which would be covered if performed for a private corporation.

Highways and hospitals together accounted for more than half the nonschool
employees of State governments. No other category includes as many as one-
tenth of the total. In counties, almost 30 percent of the employees-were engaged
In construction and maintenance of highways and slightly more than one-fourth
were performing administrative and financial duties. City employees were
largely concentrated in the police and fire departments which included over one-
fourth of the nonschool employees. However, public service enterprises employ
1t percent of the total number of municipal employees. More than 65 percent
ol the cities with a population larger than 5,000 own their own water supply
systems and 20 percent of them operate light and power plants.

Ertent of unemployment

Despite a general impression to the contrary, public employees do suffer from
unemployment. Civil-service laws give them some security in their jobs. Not
all jurisdictions have civil-service laws, however, while even in those jurisdictions
which do, certain groups are frequently outside the system. In addition, gov-
ernment functions needed at one time become obsolete and are discontinued,
appropriations are cut and staff reduced accordingly and many public activities
are self-limiting or temporary. In the census of March 1940 approximately 1

- L 2
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of every 12 individuals reported out of work was a government worker and
1 of every 11 government workers was reported unemployed.

Another indication that these workers need protection is given by the fluctua-
tions in the level of government employment within a year. If the average
number of workers in State and local government nonschool employment in the
years 1940 and 1941 is taken as 100, the quarterly index of employment ranges
from 97 in January 1940, 96 in January 1941, and 97 in January 1942, to 103 in
July 1940, and 105 in July 1941. The greatest fluctuation was in employment
in public-service enterprises of cities of over 100,000 population—from 75 in
January 1940 to 112 in July 1941, and down to 102 in January 1942.

The need of government workers for protection is illustrated also by experience
under the Wisconsin unemployment compensation law. In Wisconsin the ratio
of benefits to contributions for government employment has been much higher
than the ratio for all industries in the State. or example, the ratio for all in-
dustries for 1942 was 26.9 percent while for regular government agencies the
ratio was 75.6 percent. This is probably partially due to the fact that under
the Wisconsin law, government employees on an annual salary basis are excluded.
The data for 1939-42 inclusive are as follows:

Ratio of benefits to contributions
Year Allind Govern-
indus- ment
tries ageneies State County City

(total)
1930 . i e e e 29.0 0R.2 U) " )
1840 . e e eeeeae 41.6 120.4 151.6 142, 6 85.5
b Rz 3 24.3 85.8 101.3 81.3 81.8
1942 . o o e aeeean 28. 9 75.6 95.3 78.9 63.8

1 Break-down not available.

At the present time many workers in public employment as in private industry
are temporary employees releasing servicemen. The group in public employ-
ment, however, will have no protection when demobilization and reconversion
come.

Type of coverage provision

Once the need for coverage has been acknowledged, a decision must be made as
to the best method for insuring as extensive and complete coverage as possible.
The problem is too complex to permit of solution by the simple deletion of the
exclusion from the definition of employment.

The original definition of ‘“‘employment’’ in title IX of the Social Security Act
excluded ‘‘services performed in the employ of a State, a political subdivision
thereof, or an instrumentality of one or more States or political subdivisions.”
When the taxing provision of title IX became subchapter C of the Internal Reve-
nue Code, the exclusion was narrowed to read:

“‘Service performed in the employ of a State, or any political subdivision thereof,
or any instrumentality of any one or more of the foregoing which is wholly owned
by one or more States or political subdivisions; and any service performed in the
employ of any instrumentality of one or more States or political subdivisions to the
extent that the instrumentality is, with respect to such service, immune under the
Constitution of the United States from the tax imposed by section 1600;"’

There are a few States where the exclusion is somewhat more limited than in the
Federal act. New York does not exclude persons employed by State and local
governments temporarily and solely for construction, substantial remodeling or
demolition of buildings. The Utah law does not exclude State instrumentalities.
The Idanbo law excludes only services for States and for public institutions or
instrumentalitiecs paying wages out of money raised solely by taxation. The
Arizona and Ohio laws exclude only government agencies exercising governmental
as distinguished from proprietary functions.! These variations probably do not
cover any significant proportion of government workers. The Wisconsin exclu-
sion is more limited, permitting a somewhat extended coverage of government
employees. The definition of “employer’’ includes the State and first-class cities,

1 See reference to the Ohio interpretation of this provision in the discussion of covering only employees
engaged in proprietary functions on p. 5.
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but in the definition of employment, certain services performed for these govern-
mental units are exempt. Other political subdivisions are given specific authori-
gzation to elect coverage and the State and first-class cities may elect to cover the
gervices listed in the exemptions. These include:

“1. Employment as an elected or appointed public officer;

«“2. Employment by a governmental unit on an annual salary basis;

“3. Employment by a governmental unit on an unemployment work relief
project, recognized as such by the Commission;

‘4, Employment by an educational institution supported wholly or sub-
stantially from public funds, of any student enrolled in such institution and
carrying at least half its full-time schedule in the most recent school term, or of
any person as a teacher in such institution; '

““5. Employment directly by the State fair during its active duration (including
the week before and the week after the fair); or employment by the Wisconsin
National Guard directly and solely in connection with its summer training camps
or for emergencies; or employment directly by the conservation commission for
emergency fire fighting.

‘6. Employment by a governmental unit in a given week for the removal of
snow or ice or for work connected with floods, of an individual who has worked
for such governmental unit in 6 or less of the 52 weeks preceding the given week.”’

Even this provision results in very narrow coverage of governmental employvees.
In 1942, the average monthly number of government workers covered by the Wis-
consin law was approximately 5,000, or about 6 percent of total State and local
government employment in Wisconsin.

Problems of elective coverage

It has been suggested that State and local government employees could be
covered under the unemployment-compensation laws without amending the defi-
nition of “employment’” through the provisions for voluntary election of cover-
age. Excluded types of employment can be covered by election of the employ-
ing unit in 46 States—all except Alabama, the District of Columbia, Massachu-
setts, New York, and Vermont. Wisconsin specifically provides for elective
coverage of State and local government employees. The New York exclusion
of State and local government service, originally in the section of the law defin-
ing “‘employment’” was transferred to the section defining ‘“employer’’ in 1936,
in order to make possible election of coverage. Interestingly enough, the Ken-
tucky Unemployment Compensation Commission is the only State unemploy-
ment-compensation agency which has availed itself of the privilege of elective
coverage for the benefit of its own employees.

This method of meeting the problem, however, is open to objection. In at
least five States, the attorney general has held that governmental units cannot
elect coverage. The attorney general of Ohio held that a housing authority may
not elect coverage and expend its funds to pay the required contributions unless
gpecifically given such power in the act creating it. The Virginia attorney gen-
cral issued a similar opinion in connection with the State university. The Kansas
attorney general similarly ruled that political subdivisions and instrumentalities
di1 not have the legal power to encumber public funds to pay contributions. As
a variation of this reasoning, the Georgia attorney general said that a municipal
}a\:dreceiver could elect coverage if he paid the contributions from his private

unds, ]

The Illinois attorney u%eneral held that a municipality was not an “employing
urit” and, therefore, could not elect coverage. In New Hampshire, the attorney
general held that only the legislature had the power to speak for the State, and
that therefore only the legislature could elect coverage.

Character of mandatory provisions

_Inclusion of governmental employment under the mandatory coverage pro-
Vi~ions of the laws would be more satisfactory than depending upon elective
coverage. It has been suggested that instead of extending coverage to all gov-
¢rninental employment, the extension should be limited to proprietary functions,
with individuals perfarming governmental functions still excluded. Such a
provision would result in serious administrative and legal difficulties because of
uncertainty as to what functions are governmental and what proprietary. Ex-
Perience under tax laws which have drawn this distinction has been far from satis-
factory. The distinction between the two types of functions lies largely in the
degree to which there is general acceptance of the function as a responsibility of
the governhent. )

. 76876—45——7
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The Ohio unemplovment-compensation law has just such a provision, exelud-
ing only services in the performance of governmental as distinguished from pro.
prictary functions. In 1939, however, the Ohio Common Pleas Court held that
all public employees were excluded, saving, “We may well seriously consider the
unfairness and question the logic of any attempt to separate employment into
such divisions. We know of no reasonable basis in justice for such a separation.
If the law covers one, it ought to cover all persons who work for the taxpayer.”
lLater, an Ohio referee decided that a board of park commissioners maintaining a
syvstem of qublic parks was performing governmental functions, and was, therefore,
exempt. There seems to be no advantage to be gained by a differentiation which
results in so many border-line areas necessitating an administrative or court detcr-
mination. If there are any specific activities which a State legislature does not
wish to cover under the unemployment-compensation law, it would be much
better to specify them in the law rather than adopt a provision which will be hard
to administer. The highly unsatisfactory character of the Ohio provision as a
device for giving protection to the group is illustrated by the fact that in 1942,
66 was the maximum number of government workers reported as in covered
employment for any quarter. Since the last quarter of that year, none have
been reported.

The solution which seems the most satisfactory is to amend the law to cover
services performed for the State government, for political subdivisions of the
State, and for instrumentalities of the State or its subdivisions. Coverage
should be provided by positive action, and not by merely deleting the exclusion
in the definition of ‘““employment.”” Governmental units should be added to the
types of organizations now mentioned in the definition of ‘‘employing unit.”
In addition, a paragraph should be added in the law stating specifically that,
notwithstanding any other provision in the law, all services for the State, political
subdivisions of the State and instrumentalities of the State or its subdivisions,
constitute employment for an employer, except for employment by a govern-
mental unit on an unemployment work relief project (and any other exceptions
the State may wish to add). Such a positive statement is desirable to eliminate
the possibility that some services would be excluded by other sections of the law
such as the provisions excluding agricultural labor, or service for nonprofit
educational and charitable institutions.

If the State constitution contains restrictions on the power of the State to
tax local subdivisions which will prohibit the State from covering employees
of local subdivisions under the mandatory provisions of the law, another solution
may have to be found. Some State constitutions provide that the State cannot
unpose taxes upon cities, counties, towns, or other municipal corporations for
a “municipal purpose.” Levies imposed by the State on municipal employees
in connection with employees’ pension plans have been held unconstitutional
on the ground that the levy is for “‘a municipal purpose.” Unemplogment Com-

psation taxes might be determined to fall in the same category. On the other
Knd. their application is so general and they are earmarked for such a broad
social need that their purpose might not be termed solely ‘‘municipal.”” Before
deciding whether or not local governmental units can be covered, States with
such constitutional provisions may find it advisable to obtain the opinion of the
attorney general. )

Even though mandatory coverage of emgloyees for local governmental units 18
not possible under the State constitution, those employees who work for the State
government can be covered and an effort made to bring the local subdivisions
into the system by voluntary election. This would be facilitated somewhat if
the “‘local subdivisions’” were included in the definition of “employing units”
and explicit provisions were made for the election of coverage by such units.
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State and local governmental employment for selccied months, by State, 1943-44

Employment

Stat Percentage Percentage
ate October | change from change from
April 1943 1043 Aprll 1043 | April 1944 | October 1943

to October to April
1943 1944

Continental United Btates ). ___. 3,101,900 | 3,056, 000 —-1.5| 3,081,100 40.8
AlabBIDA. - oo oo e e eaee 49, 100 48, 700 —.8 48, 800 4.2
Arizona._ . o aaaao. 12, 300 12, 200 —-.8 12, 300 +.8
ATKANSAS . _ oo it ce——acae- 31, 800 31, 600 —.6 31, 700 4.3
Californid - - - oo o e e e 192, 100 188, 500 —-19 190, 700 +1.2
Colorado. - o oo oo 31, 800 31, 400 -1.3 31, 600 +.6
Connecticut. ... . eeeiaeann 43, 100 42, 300 -19 42, 800 +1.2

DC]BWNO ------------------------------ 7' (m 6. m _l- 4 6' m o
District of Columbia. . .....__....__.. 15, 860 15, 700 —.8 15, 900 +1.3
310 S 11 I YO 50, 400 49, 600 —L6 50, 100 +1.0
QeOTZIB . - oo e o e oo em e 56, 500 66, 100 -7 56, 200 4.2
) G N T S 14, 400 14, 200 —-1.4 14, 300 +.7
HNNOIS - - - o oo e oo 162, 100 159, 500 -1.6 160, 900 4.9
Indiang. .. oo 73, 800 72, 800 —~1.4 73, 300 +.7
(1) 7 S 64, 500 64, 000 -—.8 64, 100 4.2
KADSAS . _ o o o oo 53, 200 52, 700 -9 62, 900 +.4
KeDtueKY oo e e eeeeeeeeaee 48, 500 48, 100 -.8 48, 200 4.2
Louisiand . . - o oo 55, 600 54,700 -1.6 85, 200 I 9
Maine. . - o oo e 23, 000 22, 600 -1.7 22, 800 .9
Maryland ... 39, 000 38, 300 -1.8 38, 700 +1.0
Massachusetts. . _____ ... _____..__ 112, 900 110, 600 ~-2.0 112, 000 +1.3
Michigan. ..ot 141, 800 139, 500 -1.6 140, 800 +.9
Minnesota. ... coeooooooo oo 75, 600 74, 400 -1.6 75, 100 +.9
% STCIRCIN ) o) DO 41, 700 41, 400 -7 41, 500 4.2
MiSSOUT - e oo oo e 77,100 76, 100 -13 76, 600 +.7
Montana .- ..o oo - 16, 100 15, 800 -1.2 16, 000 +.6
Nebraska. ... oL 36, 900 36, 500 -1.1 36, 700 +.5
Nevada. - oo 4,100 4, 000 —2.4 4,100 +2.5
New Hampshire. ... ... .o .... 15, 900 15, 600 -1.9| - 15,800 +1.3
New Jersey. ..o oo v eocceaeeeee 101, 100 99, 300 —-1.8 100, 400 411

New MexiCo. o e oo 12, 500 12, 400 -.8 12, 400 0
New York.. ... 375, 500 367, 300 -2.2 372, 600 +1.4
North Carolina.________._.__.______... 65, 800 65, 300 —.8 65, 400 +.2

North Dakota. ... _ccoooeooo... 16, 600 16, 500 —-.6 16, 500 0
1Y 1« 161, 600 159, 100 -1.7 160, 700 +1.0
Oklahoma....___..._..... . 51, 700 61, 300 —.8 61, 400 +.2
Oregon. ... s 31, 100 30, 700 -1.3 30, 900 +.7
Pennsylvania_.._________________._____ 209, 400 206, 200 -L5 208, 000 +.9
Rhode Island . _.______________________. 17, 500 17, 200 -17 17, 400 +1.2
South Carolina.__....___._.._....___.. 37, 900 37, 600 —.8 37,700 +.3
South Dakota._..... e ane 22, 500 22, 200 —13 22, 300 +.5
@INeSSeR . - .. . ..o eee. 62, 700 52, 100 -11 52, 400 +.6
(223 S 134, 400 133, 100 -1.0 133, 600 +.4
Utah. ... 18, 000 17, 800 -1.1 17, 900 +.6

Vermont....____ . __ . .. . _____. 9, 900 9, -1.0 9, 800 0
irginda___________ ... 57, 900 57, 200 -1.2 567, 500 40.5
Washington___________________________ 61, 500 50, 600 -17 51, 100 +L0

West Virginia._..___.____. ——emean 37, 300 37, 100 —-.5 37,100 0
“rlsconsm _____________________________ 82, 800 81, 500 —1.6 82, 200 +.9

Wyoming_______ . Tl TC 7, 800 7, 800 0 7, 800 )

! Excludes data for Alaska and Hawaii.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS TO
EMPLOYEES OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

One of the major groups of wage earners not now protected by the unemploy-
ent compensation program is that of employees for nonprofit institutions.

his group includes about a million workers who are employed in hospitals;
schools; churches: welfare, literary, scientific, and educational institutions.
Many of these individuals do exactly the same type of work as persons in the
Bame occupations working for private firms. They are subject to the same risk
of unemployment. Yet persons working for private firms are protected by
Unemployment compensation; these workers are not.
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One of the major reasons for the failure of State laws to provide protection
to theee workers is doubtless that the Federal Unemployment Tax Act containe
a far-reaching exclusion of services for nonprofit organizations. With only
slight variations, this exclusion was carried over into all the State laws. How-
ever, the Social Security Board for a long time has recommended removal of the
exclusion of nonprofit orgarizations in the Social S8ecurity Act. In any event,
exemptions of specific types of employment in the Federal acts are no bar to
State coverage. State laws are not grimarily tax measures; their chief purpo..
is to pay benefits to workers who suffer wage loss due to unemployment. on-
sequently the need to provide equitable treatment to all workers is more clear
than can be true with regard to any tax law. In a number of instances, notablv
with regard to the coverage of employees of employers of less than eight, the
States have recognized the desirability of extending the State law beyond the
application of the Federal statute. :

What are the reasons for discrimination against workers for organizations
whose objectives are humane, and whose concern is with the welfare of individuals?
Most of the reasons which have been given from time to time are based on dis-
tinctions from commercial and industrial employers which are assumed to be
peculiar to nonprofit organizations.

Need for protection

The claim has been made that individuals working for nonprofit organizations
are not subject to the risks of unemployment; that such organizations make pro-
vision for their employees; that hospitals have to keep a full staff at all times to
be ready for any emergency; that teachers have tenure of office.

As a matter of fact, representatives of hospitals have stated that 400 hospitals
closed during the depression; considerable unemployment must have resulted.
Even in 1940, the United States census found 22,700 teachers unemployed and
seeking work; this includes employees of both public and private schools. No

are available concerning turn-over among service workers in hospital
and private schools and colleges—janitors, elevator ®operators, switchboard
operators, printers, editors, accountant,s cooks, maids, cleaning women, laun-
dresses, waitresses, watchmen, gardeners—but no one who has spent any time in
a8 hospital or a college dormitory can have been unconscious of the constant
changes in the staff. No fund was available for paying benefits to these people
during periods of unemployment.

Source of funds

It is sometimes maintained that employers who sell a product or a service are
able to add the cost of the unemployment tax to the selling price, but that hos-
pitals or private schools produce no article for sale to which the cost of unemplo; -
ment insurance could be added.

The basis for this argument is the thesis that these nmg)roﬁt organizations are
largely supported by donations and by endowments, and that when people are
giving out of generosity, they should not be expected to give money for taxes also.

The answer to this argument lies in the need of the workers for the protection
of unemplovment compensation. If the workers are subject to the risk of unem-
ployment, their need must be met in some way. In all cases, their jobs will I.e
less attractive than would be similar work in covered employment. Those who
become unemployed may have to be assisted by payments made by the same pub-
lic-spirited citizens who support the nonprofit institution. Obviously, unemploy-
ment compensation is the most satisfactory device, both for society and the indi-
viduals, for taking care of this risk of unemployment.

If the insurance is necessaryv, the amount of the contributions becomes as much 1
legitimate cost of operating the organization ae the fuel bills, and can be included
in the budget to be raised in the same manner as any other expenses.

Moreover, ‘“nonprofit’”’ is by no means synonymous with “charity.” Many of
the organizations excluded by this provision do sell services, and could include
some or all of the cost of the insurance contribution in the price charged to students
or patients.

Taz policy

It has also beer argued that taxing nonprofit organizations would mean a com-
plete reversal of tax policy which has prevailed for over a century in England
and this country. is policy is based on the thesis that the eick must be pro-
vided for, and if private hospitals were not built, the State would have to tax its
citizens to build them; if private schools did not teach some cf the %outb, the
cost of their education would increase the taxes for public schools. That is, in-

-
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stitutions perform some of the functions and meet some of the obligations of the
State, and thereby ‘/lessen the burden of government.”” Therefore, since they
arc directly caring for the sick and educating youth, they should not pay taxes
for public hospitals and public schools. In accordance with this thesis, nonprofit
organizations have generally been exempt from property, income, inheritance,
and estate taxes,

However, this argument falls down when applied to the protection of the em-
ployees of such institutions from the hazard of losr of income during periods of
unemployment; when these workers lose their jobs, the hospital or school lifts
from the State none of the burden of any relief they may need—all of that cost
falls on the community, which must meet it out of general taxation, from, which
the employers who have used the services of these workers have been excused.

Administrative problems

Exclusions are defended on the ground of the excessive cost of administration,
particularly in connection with the services of agricultural and domestic workers.

The administrative difficulties in the coverage of agricultural and domestic
workers are not present in the case of emgloyees of nonprofit institutions.
Churches, hospitals, schools, and colleges are largely in urban commmunities, have
regular pay rolls, keep books, and have clerical facilities for making reports. Most
of the employees are paid for weekly or monthly periods, and the value of pay-
ments in kind i8 no more difficult to estimate than for such payments to hotel or
restaurant employees.

Religious freedom
Authority of the government to inspect financial accounts of churches and
religious organizations is sometimes feared as an invasion of religious freedom.
Many religious organizations, however, cover their employees with workmen’s
compensation for accidents and all have to comply with sanitary laws, for example.
No such compliance or coverage has involved any threat to religious freedom.

Conclusions

Inherent in many of the foregoing points which have been raised as objections
to the coverage of persons working for nonprofit organizations is the implication
that social security legislation is primarily tax legislation. )

However, it was the plain purpose of the Federal tax not to raise revenue for
the Federal Government but to encourage the States to pass legislation to protect
their citizens from the hazard of loss of earnings in periods of unemployment.
Even more plain is the purpose of the State laws to protect individuals and the
State itself against the full consequences of loss of earnings by individuals because
of involuntary unemployment. onsequently, it is the existence of an employing
relationship and the possibility of its being interrupted that afford the guide to
the extent to which protection should be extended. Equity and adequacy of
protection can be assured only when all individuals similarly situated are similarly
protected. There is thus no distinction between manual workers, laundresses,
janitors, cooks, elevator operators, printers, etc., that can be based on the type
of organization of the employer for whom the services are peirformed.

In conclusion, the afguments for the exemption of the services of nooprofit
organizations in no way justify depriving their employees of the protection of
unemployment insurance. The need for protection is as great for the laundress
or cook in a hospital as in a hotel, for the janitor in a private boys’ school as in a
retail store, and for the elevator operator in a YWCA as in a glass factory.

EXTENBION OF COVERAGE UNDER BTATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS TO
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

There has always been general recognition of the agricultural worker’s need
for the protection of the social-security program, and agreement that its bene-
fits must be made available to him as rapidly as possible. In the recent election,
there was nonpartisan, noncontroversial emphasis on the need for the extension
of coverage under the unemployment-compensation system until all wage and
salary workers enjoy its protection.

Historical background '

The Social Security Act, as passed in 1935, excluded “agricultural labor”’ from
the definition of “employment.” The States incorporated in their own statutes
& similar exemption of agricultural labor. As the term was not defined, each
State agency was free to interpret the exclusion, as was the Bureau of Internal
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Revenue. In the absence of clear definition of ‘‘agricultural labor,” however,
there was bound to be wide variation in interpretation, and controversies in
border-line cases.

The Bureau of Internal Revenue adopted as its definition of ‘‘agricultural
labor”’ the following:

“Regulations 90—

“ART. 206 (1). Agricultural labor: The term ‘agricultural labor’ includes all
services performed—

“(a) By an employee, on a farm, in connection with the cultivation of the soil,
the harvesting of crops, or the raising, feeding, or management of livestock, bees,
and poultry; or,

“(b) By an employee in connection with the processing of articles from ma-
terials which were produced on a farm, also the packing, packaging, transporta-
tion, or marketing of those materials or articles. Such services do not constitute
‘agricultural labor’, however, unless they are performed by an employee of the
owner or tenant of the farm on which the materials in their raw or natural state
were produced, and unless such processing, packing, packaging, transportation,
or marketing is carried on as an incident to ordinary farming operations as dis-
tinguished from manufacturing or commercial operations.

‘‘As used herein the term ‘farm’ embraces the farm, in the ordinarily accepted
sense, and includes stock, dairy, poultry, fruit, and truck farms, plantations,
ranches, ranges, and orchards.

‘“Forestry and lumbering are not included within the exception.”

The persistence of controversies over interpretation showed the need for clear
demarcation of services which were to be excluded. In 1939 Congress amended
the Social Security Act by incorporating in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
and the Federal Insurance Contributions Act a definition of ‘‘agricultural labor”
greatly limiting, instead of extending, the coverage of farm labor:

“(1) AGrRICULTURAL LABOR.—The term ‘agricultural labor’ includes all service
performed—

‘(1) On a farm, in the employ of any person, in connection with cultivat-
ing the soil, or in connection with raising or harvesting any agricultural or
horticultural commodity, including the raising, shearing, feeding, caring for,
training, and management of livestock, bees, poultry, and fur-bearing animals
and wildlife. .

‘(2) In the employ of the owner or tenant or other operator of a farm, in
connection with the operation, management, conservation, improvement, or
maintenance of such farm and its tools and equipment, or in salvaging timber
or clearing land of brush and other debris left by a hurricane, if the major
part of such service is performed on a farm.

“(3) In connection with the production or harvesting of maple sirup or
maple sugar or any commodity defined as an agricultural commodity in sec-
tion 15 (g) of the Agricultural Marketing Act, as amended, or in connection
with the raising or harvesting of mushrooms, or in connection with the hatch-
ing of poultry, or in connection with the ginning of cotton, or in connection
with the operation or maintenance of ditches, canals, reservoirs, or waterways
used exclusively for supplying and storing water for farming purposes.

“(4) In handling, planting, drying, packing, packaging, processing,
freezing, grading, storing, or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier
for transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity;
but only if such service is performed as an incident to ordinary farming
operations or, in the case of fruits and vegetables, as an incident to the
preparation of such fruits or vegetables for market. The provisions of this
paragraph shall not be deemed to be applicable with respect to service
performed in connection with commercial canning or commercial freezing
or in connection with any agricultural or horticultural commodity after its
delivery to a terminal market for distributon for consumption.

““As used in this subsection, the term ‘farm’ includes stock, dairy, poultry,
fruit, fur-bearing animal, and truck farms, plantations, ranches, nurseries, ranges,
greenhouses, or other similar structures used primarily for the raising of agricul-
tural or horticultural commodities, and orchards.”
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The wording in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act was adopted in the em-
ployment security laws of 30 States, and the substance, in 3 States, the former
cxemption of “agricultural labor”’ without a definition was retained in the laws of
17 States (the District of Columbia law does not exempt agricultural labor.)
The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance estimated that between 550,000
and 850,000 additional farm workers were excluded from coverage of old-age
insurance by the change in the definition of ‘“agricultural labor.”

Number and distribution of farm laborers

The implications of extending coverage may be gathered by an analysis of the
number and distribution of various types of agricultural workers and their relative
importance in the total economy. The 1940 United States Census reported
2,227,783 farm laborers and farm foremen in the United States; 4.2 percent of the
total labor force of the country. The Census was taken in the week of March
24-30, 1940, a season of low agricultural activity in many States, whereas the
seasonal peak occurs in July, August, and September. Many farm workers had
undoubtedly found temporary industrial employment during the winter and early
spring. Probably between three and five million workers perform services for
wages in agriculture during a calendar year. These estimates assume a break-

down into six types of agricultural employment: .
Regular hired _ . _ . . e 1, 600, 000
Loocal seasomal. - . e e 1, 200, 000
Migratory _ . e mmme— e 800, 000
Farm managers _ . oo e e e 100, 000
Share CroPPers. . _ — o o e e 500, 000
Industrial, but classified as agricultural by the Unemployment Tax
X P 300, 000
Total . e 4, 500, 000
Total (omitting share croppers and industrial workers) . ______._ 3, 700, 000

In the 1940 ! census, the States reporting 50,000 or more ‘‘farm laborers (wage
workers) and farm foremen’ were:

Texas ... 204, 386 | Louisiana_ _ . _______________ 68, 122
California. ________________. 173, 584 | Virginia. .. _____ . _____.____ 68, 103
Qeorgm ____________________ 106,350 | Florida_ . - ___._ 66, 096
North Carolina__ __________._ 80, 902 | Missouri_ . __ o ___._ 64, 597
New York_______________._. 79, 647 | Pennsylvania_ __ . _____.______ 61, 661
Minois_ - _ e __ 72,755 | Ohio_ - o . 61,474
South Carolina_____________. 72, 595 | Wisconsin _.________________ 60, 728
Alabama___________________ 71,852 | Tennessee. __ __ _ oo ... 60, 610
Towa_ . o _._. 71,219 | Minnesota__ . ______._______._ 58, 763
Arkansas___.__._..________. 69, 948 | Kentucky ... __.__.___ 56, 709

. The importance of farm wage and salary workers in the total State economy is
indicated by the percentage such workers were of the total labor force reported
for the State. The 12 States having the highest percentages were:

Wyoming___ _________________ 10. 6| North Dakota_ ... ___________ 89
Arkansas_.__________________. 10. 3} Vermont.______ mmemmmmmmm—maeo 87
Arizona.____________________. 10. 0| Georgia._ __ e _____ 8 7
South Carolina__.________._._. 9.9|Montana.____________________ 8.4
New Mexico - _________._.___. 9.7|Florida._._ .o ______ 8. 4
Idaho._.____________ . ______ 9. 7| Texas o - oo 83

Unemployment among agricultural workers

The need of the group for unemployment insurance protection is evidenced by
the short-term character of much of the employment, and the number of agri-
gultural employees who, when unemployed, are seeking work. The 1940 United

tates Census figures reflect the sgasonal character of much agruciltural employ-
ment. Data were gathered on the months wage and salary farm workers were
actually employed during 1939.

1United States Census, 1840, vol. I, pt. 1 and 2,
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Months worked tn 1989 by persons who were wage and salary workers in agriculture
(except persons in emergency work) sn 1940, United States !

Male Female

Percent Percent

Number of total Number of total
Total. e e e 2,258,564 |_._.__.._. 120,841 |_______ ..
‘Without work in 1989 ___ __ e 67,160 3.0 4,847 3.7
Under 3months. ... ... eeecea———-- 93, 315 4.1 12,410 9.6
dtoSmonths. _ ... 231,476 10.2 33,712 26.0
Gto8months. . _ ... ccccmecac—as 428, 791 19.0 4,438 26.5
Otollmonths. _ ... oo 407,003 18.0 15,379 11.8
12 months. . Lt eeem——————- 979,378 43. 4 26, 724 19.8
NoOTePOIt . ..o e e e 51, 441 2.3 3,331 2.6

1 These totals differ from those quoted above because derived from tables with industrial rather than
oocupational classification. In addition to the groups included in the occupational tables, the industrial
classification includes ‘‘persons employed on [arms in other occupations, such as truck and tractor drivers,
mechattics and repairmen, and bookkeepers, and persons engaged in agricultural activities other than
strictly farm operation, such as cotton ginning, landscape gardening, greenhouses and farm services such as
irrigation and spraying.”” (U. 8. Census, 1940, vol. I1I, pt. 1, p. 11.)

8Source: 1840 United States Census, vol. III, pt. 1, table 89.

The census showed that farm workers experience considerable periods of un
employment: 302,893 reported that they were seeking work in the week March
24 to 30, and 123,400 were on public emergency work. Data were secured on the
duration ofkunemployment of those who reported they were seeking work in the
census week:

Duration of unemployment of wa{;z and salary workers in agriculture, seeking work

in 1940, United States of America !
Male Female

Percent Percent

Number of total Number of total
otal . e ae—aas 301, 739 100.0 21, 453 100.0
Lessthan1month_ _____ .. ____ .. .._.. 7,443 2.6 401 1.9
1month e eceeeccccamancan 19, 351 6.4 1,072 5.0
PRt 1 1e) 1 1A 1T SN 17,792 5.9 1,134 5.3
dmonths. e eecea———n- 34,343 11.4 3, 592 16.7
4and 5months._ ... . e ce——a- 58, 867 19.6 5, 048 27.7
6to8mONthS. _ e eececcc————— 50, 502 16.7 3, 598 16.8
9tollmonths.._....._.... e emmeme— e ecmmecm—ean 21, 595 7.2 1,204 6.0
12to 23 months. ... . eeeecceceaau- 26, 757 8.5 1,012 4.7
2toMmonths_ .. ... . .o eeceemeceee———- 16, 442 5.4 304 1.8
60 months OF MOre. - . .. e eeecmeeeaee- 4,253 1.4 86 .4
Notreported. .. 45,294 15.0 2,922 13.6

1 Again the variation in the totals is due to different classification in the census tables.
Bource: 1940 United States Census, vol. I1I, pt. I, tables 91 and 92.

Earnings of agricultural workers

While the present earnings of farm workers are relatively high, cash earnings
of farm wage workers and foremen in normal times were low, so that few could
save any substantial amount to carry them over periods of no wages. Of the
2,158,704 workers who reported their 1939 earnings, the median annual earnin
were $249.11, while even for those who reported employment in 12 months in
1939, the median was $332.98.1

There is great variation in earnings of farm workers, in different sections of
the country. From the Census report it is possible to compute the median annual
cash earnings, by regions:

1 United States Census, 1940, vol, III, pt. 1, table 72,
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Median annual cash earﬁings of farm laborers and farm foremen for the year 1939,

by regions
Median earnings
United States of America._ _ . __ _ .o e $249. 11

Region:

glNorl;hea.stern States__ o e cccm——ae 373. 86
North Central States__ . _ . o e 284 87
Southern States_ __._ . __ . _____________ o __ e 179. 38
Western States__ _ _ o e - 400. 03

Source: United States Census, 1940, vol. III, pt. 1, table 72.

The following figures for 1937 wage rates in industry and agriculture show the
disparity betweem them:

Wage rates in agriculture and industry, 1987

Agriculture (without board) 3
Region Inl?o%srt{yy !
Hourly Daily Monthly
United States of Amerdea. ... ool $0. 648 $0. 163 $1.61 $36.32
B\ 1) A 1 T .691 .221 228 44. 05
(001111 + FE .471 121 1.19 25.48
West.._.... e cmcccmmemmccmmccammeeecmacmeec—————— . 699 . 204 2.76 62.99

t Monthly Labor Review, May 1940 g 1207.
? Estimates based on rates pubushed y Crop Reporting Service, Department of Agriculture.

These cash earnings are frequently supplemented by payments in kind, typically
in the form of roomr and board, or sometimes housing only. However, there are
great variations in these perquisites, all the way from furnishing wood, water,
milk, or pasturing privileges, to a substantial building or orchard furnished to a
farm manager. '

The low earnings of farm laborers indicate that there must frequently be a need
for relief to supplement the wage and bring the family income up to a subsistence
level. However, such workers are at a special disadvantage, first, because re-"
sources for relief are extremely meager in many rural areas, and second, because
migratory workers are usually ineligible by reason of the residence requirements
which are prerequisities for relief in the States.

The additional exclusions, in States which have adopted the Federal definition
of agricultural labor, increase the number of in-and-out farm laborers, who during
the off-seasons obtain work in covered employment, without earning sufficient
wage credits to be eligible for compensation during periods of unemployment.
The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance conducted two sample studies
In which roughly 57 percent of the migratory farm workers held social-security
account number cards; 20 percent of local seasonal workers had had industrial
employment at some time, and 7 percent, every year during 1937-39. For such
workers, the dovetailing of the peak seasons of agricultural and industrial work
mmeans that employers (and in four States, the workers themselves) are contribut-

Ing to a system from which they can rarely receive any benefit.

Problems of administration

If the agricultural workers are brought into the regular system, the problems
needing consideration are largely administrative. Since the exemption of agri-
cultural labor in the 1935 act was based largely on the administrative difficulty
of collectin% contributions and wage reports from small, isolated farm units, the
staff of the Board has given a great deal of thought to the solution of this problem.
The Board has devised various stamp plans in connection with old-age and sur-
VIVOrs Insurance which would so simplify the process of contribution collection
that no great burden would fall either on farm employers or on the administrative
agency. The practicability of meeting the special problems of State unemploy-
Inent compensation systems in the collection of contributions and wage reports
through such a plan has been demonstrated. In the devel:i)ment of special report-

:g% Procedures, the Bureau is ready to give to individual States any assistance
an, -
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Experience rating presents a special complication in planning a stamp system.
Larger farm units, however, might make regular wage reports and pay quarterly
contributions, sharing in the experience-rating privilege, while small employers,
e. g., those with annual pay rolls under a specified amount, might use the stamp
system and be given a contribution rate based on the group experience.

It has been sometimes anticipated that there would be difficulty in determining
the employment status of owners of small farms who at some time during the year
perform services for wages in agricultural operations, and who later claim benefits
as unemployed. This is not a new problem, however, since the State agencies
have had to make such determinations with respect to farm owners who lose jobs
in industrial enterprises, and satisfactory tests and standards have gradually been
evolved to help in making a decision.!

Character of coverage provisions

In planning the protection of agricultural workers on farms with few employees
or on all farms, the question arises as to whether agricultural workers can be
included in the general scheme of the State system or should be provided for in a
specialized plan. y

In 1936, Great Britain established an unemployment insurance system for
agricultural workers, separate from the general scheme. The reasons for this
were three:

‘(a) That agriculture should not be called on to contribute toward the debt
(then exceeding £100 million) of the general scheme;

‘(b) That agriculture, owing to its low wages, could not afford the contribu-
tions of the general scheme; '

“(c) That the rate of unemployment in agriculture was lower than that in
industry as a whole and that agriculture should be given the benefit of this lower
rate of unemployment.’’ ?

Sir William Beveridge now recommends, however, that insurance for agricul-
tural workers be made part of a unified system: The debt of the general scheme
has been repaid, there has been a rise in agricultural wages in Britain, and the
principle is now firmly established that “* * * industries cannot to any sub-
stantial extent control their own volume of unemployment and that no industry,
accordingly, should contribute less to unemployment insurance because its normal
rate of unemployment is below the average.”’3 .

There seems to be no reason for a separate system of insurance for agricultural
workers in the United States. The reasons which prompted the British to estab-
lish a separate system do not apply to the situation in the United States. In
this country, the State systems have reserves rather than debts, and make auto-
matic adjustment for differences in wage levels by percentage-of-wages contri-
bution rates.

If the present time is not considered by a State to be propitious for the coverage
of all agricultural service, the present broad exemptions may nevertheless be
narrowed. Provisions for broad exclusion such as the one in the Federal act
could be deleted and a narrower exclusion adopted in its stead.

In Employment Security Memorandum No. 13, ““Manual of State Employment
Security Legislation,”” the Bureau has recommended a provision for exemption
from coverage that would make it possible to protect the workers on larger farms,
and those engaged on small farms in processes more nearly commercial or indus-
-trial than agricultural: ‘‘Service performed in the employ of an individual owner
or tenant operating a farm, in connection with the cultivation of the soil, the
harvesting of crops, or the raising, feeding, or management of livestock, bees, or
poultry, or in connection with the processing, packing or marketing of the produce
of such farm as an incident to ordinary farming operations: Provitded, Such indi-
vidual operator of the farm does not employ in such services—or more persons
in—different calendar weeks in the current or preceding calendar year.” *

The 17 States which did not incorporate in their laws the Federal definition of
agricultural labor are still free to give a liberal interpretation to the undefined
exemption in their statutes, limiting the exclusion to bona fide farm work, and
covering commercial and industrial services. In 9 of these 17 States, employers
of fewer than 8 workers are not subject and if the exemption in the statute were

18ee Unemployment Compensation Interpretation Service, Benefit Series, under code 150—Sell-
employment and Other Employment; Agricultural Pursuits, .
3 8ir William Beveridge: ‘“‘Social Insurance and Allied Services,’” 1942, p. 61.

3 8{» cit., p. 62.
¢« Manual of State Employment Security Legislation: Employment Security Memorandum No. 13,
revised November 1942: Bection 2 (i) (6) (A).
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deleted entirely, only larger farm units would become liable, and no unique
difficulties of administration would be encountered.

Conclusgion

It is suggested that States give consideration to the following:

(a) That the exemption of agricultural labor be deleted entirely, in States
that are confident that they can solve the problem of applying the provisions of
their law to the coverage to such service; or

(b) That States which are not ready to embark on comflete coverage of
services in agriculture adopt the provision in section 2 (i) (6) (A) of Employment
Security Memorandum No. 13, thus limiting the exclusion to services on farms
employing fewer than eight workers; or, at least;

¢) That ‘“‘agricultural labor” be defined and interpreted so as to exclude only
services which are wholly and only agricultural, performed by a farm hand
employed by a small farmer to do the ordinary work connected with his farm.

ae—n— .

Exuit Vie.— Average monthly employment of workers covered by State unemploy-
ment compensation laws,! by State, 1940-44

{In thousands, data corrected to July 21, 1945]

Sftﬁat:utpn,'1 size-

of-firm inclusion

(pumiber of 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 3
workers)?

Total, 51 States. .. —ccomoeacfonomaammmacaanen 23,096.2 | 26,814.3 | 29,350.4 | 30, 822.6 | 20,838.9
Alab8M8. o oo ceceeccccecemmm———- 8 or more...... 288.9 365.7 441.1 434.7 415.2
Alaska.._.. 1 or more...._. 12.8 17.9 21.5 22.9 21.0
Arizona.____. 3 or more...... 60.3 68.8 87.9 95.3 88.3
Arkansas. ... lormorefé. . __ 146. 2 176.6 217.7 195.7 181.6
Californis._ - oo ccccceeccccmcacenme]|ozm do......-. 1,380.7 | 1,672.2| 1,982.0| 2,274. 0 2,191.9
Colorado......- Sormore...... 133.5 149.1 185.7 174. 4 154.9

4 or more §_.__. 404.9 607. 5 670.5 675.0 625.4

67.6 77.2 83.2 87.0 82.6

176. 8 201.9 199.4 201. 5 189.0

252. 2 202.5 320.7 358.3 335.1

360.6 434.3 72.9 499.8 486. 6

67.1 88.9 100.0 81.0 77.1

Idaho o oo .8 63.4 69.6 77.9 68.5 67.9
) 611 1V} 1 IR 6 or more._.___ 1,799.5| 2,045.8 | 2,128.56| 2,203.2 2,175.6
Indiana . - - oo ccmccem—am—- 8 or more...._- 609.6 744.8 822.1 893. 2 857.8
012 YOUURRRORUUSRRRIRREEEERP EESEE s [+ SR, 236.1 263.9 282.0 299.9 204.7
KanSas. . ..ooooccamociiammeeneoee e do........ - 149.0 176.7 242. 4 275.2 259.0
KentucKky - - - - ocecccccccmeeea- 4ormoref®. __. 265.9 208. 7 324.7 323.2 310.3
Lou_isiana ................................ do.t0_____.. 289.5 336.0 371.1 401.7 388.5
BN . e ecceemmmmmam——enan 8 or more...... 143. 5 172.7 194. 2 191. 8 172.9
Maryland .. .. cooie e e lormore...... 395.3 481.3 553.3 572.6 520.8
Massachusetts. . oo cooeocmacecaeiieaa]cann do..__-.| 1,113.8| 1,264.6 1,318.8 | 1,399.4 1,363. 8
Michigan. .o ooooooccenei s gormore......| 1,123.9| 1,325.7 | 1,423.4} 1, 613.8 1,87.7
Minnesota... . ... ---- e 1 or more 3. ... 373.3 440. 6 437.8 4#8.7 458.7
MissiSSippi. - .- -cooccooeoeaaee 8 or more.....- 116.8 144.2 170.9 184.1 158.5
MiSSOUTE . - . e e e cme cmmcem e do. ~_..-- 554.1 656. 1 719.6 752.1 715. 4
MODtANA .« - o oeec e imemme s 1 or more 1._... 73.8 77.2 78.6 74.1 72.1

! Average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each ty]i% (weekly, semimonthly,
etc.) ending within the month. Excluded railroads and other groups subject to Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, as of July 1, 1939.

? Number of employees for period specified in law, which makes employer automatically subject to State
law; applicable as of June 30, 1945.

? Data are estimates based on employment trends of identical-firm samples.

+ For 1940, 1 or more workers in each of 20 different weeks; for 1941, 1 or more in each of 10 different weeks;
eflective Jan. 1, 1942, 1 or more in 10 days.

5 Coverage changed from 5 or more workers in 20 weeks to 4 or more in 13 weeks, effective Jan. 1, 1842.
Jl:]?li tg& 3 wages of $5,000 or more in a calendar quarter of the current or preceding calendar year, effective
1 Coverage changed from 1 or more workers in 20 weeks to 1 or more at any time, eflective May 11, 1943,

8 And total wages of $78 or more in calendar quarter.
_ ¥ Wages of at least $50 to each of at least 4 workers during each of 3 calendar quarters; or 8 or more workers
in 20 weeks of calendar year.

10 For 1940, or 12 or more in 10 weeks.

1 Coverage changed from 4 or more to 1 or more in 20 weeks, effective Jan. 1, 1943.

13 Except employers of less than 8 workers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough
ofl}ofooo or more population.

more or 1940, and total annual wages of $500 or more, effective Jan. 1, 1941. or total annual wages of $500 or

e

e e e ————
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ExniBIT VIc.—Average monthly emplogment of workers covered by State unemploy-
ment compensation laws,’ by State, 1940-44—Continued

[In thonsands, data corrected to July 21, 1945)

1 frah snlomier

of-firm inclusion

(number of 1940 1041 1042 1043 1044 3

workers)?

Nebraska. ... ..o a. S ormored___. 104.1 111. 6 130.2 147.2 141.4
Nevada. ..o e ceaceaee 1 or more M____ 24.4 28.1 43.9 38.8 32.1
New Hampshiro 104.4 119.3 117.7 100.3 106.0
New Jerse_y 974.0 1,127. 5 1,228.2 1,207.4 1,247.7
New Merxico._.... 48.8 53.6 57.7 57.2 55.8
New York. ...... 3,313.2 | 3,65490 | 3,8%5} 3,980 8,935.1
North Carolina_ _. 467.2 540.2 585.6 578.9 552.1
North Dakota 27. 4 20.7 28.6 28.9 20.4
Ohio.. oo o_ 1,07.5 ] 1,780.3 1,933.6 | 2,059.1 2,015.2
Oklahoma 184. 6 207.4 247.0 272.6 258.7
Oregon. ... oo, 4 ormores____ 192.1 232.4 285. 2 324.0 311.2
Pennsylvania_ ... ... __cooo.... lormore.._...] 2,378 7| 2,675.1 2,790.9 | 2,811.4 2,700.8
Rhode Island _ ... _ .. oo .. _____ 4ormore...... 204. 6 249. 7 266. 6 249, R 231.1
South Carolina. _ ..o _.o..__. 8 or more..... 220. 7 267.6 278.8 273.2 255. &
South Dakota_.. ... |-, do.....__.. 34.6 36.4 42.0 38.0 37.1
Tennessee. . ... _occoceeeen.... IO do......... 317.7 388.3 428.9 468. 8 484.2
Y NS U I FP do....._... 672.5 796.7 049.4 | 1,048.0 1,008.9
Otah . aman lormore ' __. 80.3 90.9 116.2 122. 5 9.1
Vermont. ... . .. Sormore.. ... 48. 4 55.1 58.0 58.0 56.7
Virginda_ _ _ . ..., S s (' T, 357.8 447. 4 497.8 458.5 427.0
Washington._...._.__....._...._.... 1 or more 1*____ 204. 3 301. 4 508. 8 555. 4 569. 7
West Virginia_.... ... ..] 8ormore...__. 293.3 327.2 353.2 343.4 334.1
W iscomsin_._ ... ... ... 6 or more ¥____ 461. 5 536.9 618.4 660. 9 664. 6
Wyoming. . ocooe . ... lormore?_ __. 35.0 38.1 38.4 39. 2 39.7

1 Average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly, semimonthly,
etc.) ending within the month. Excluded railroads and other groups subject toyR:ilroad nemployment
Insurance Act, a8 of July 1, 1939.

* Number of employees for period specified in law, which makes employer automatically subject to State
law; applicable a8 of June 30, 1945.

3 Data are estimates based on employment trends of identical-firm samples.

14 And total wages of $225 or more in calendar quarter.

1 Or total wages of $450 or more in calendar quarter.

18 And total wages of $500 or more in calendar quarter.

17 And total wages of $140 or more in calendar quarter.

18 Coverage changed from 8 or more workers in 20 weeks to 1 or more at any time, effective July 1, 1841.

1* 8 or more workers in current calendar year or 6 or more in preceding calendar year, or, if employer’s
records do not permit accurate count of workers, total wages of 26.000 or more in precedfng calendar year;
eflective July 1, 1943, or total wages of more than $10,000 in calendar quarter.

#® And total wages of $150 or more in calendar quarter.

11 Or total wages of $10,000 in calendar quarter, effective Jan. 1, 1948.

18 Effective Jan. 1, 1946, coverage changed to 4 or more in 20 weeks.

Exmsir VId.—Estimated employment in executive branch of U. S. Government, by
- war and other agencies and by States June 30, 1944 1,

Number of employees State War agen-

total as cies as

State percent percent

Total War agen- | All other of all of State

cies? agencies areas total

Allareas. ... cecmecceem—c———na 22,918,289 | 32, 103, 798 1814, 491 100.0 72.1
Washington metropolitan area ¢.._.__. 270,019 139,978 130,041 - 9.3 51.8
Other aress. ... .. ..o 2,648,270 | 1,963,820 0484, 450 90.7 74.2
Alabama . . el 57,710 43,930 13,780 2.0 76.1
Arizona. ... e 18, 670 11, 690 6, 980 .6 62.6
Arkansas. . . eeeccicaeaeenn 27,430 19, 640 7,790 .9 71.6
California. - . e 289, 060 246, 270 42,790 9.9 85.2
[ 070747 oV [+ T 26, 980 17, 670 9,410 .9 65.1
Connecticut. ... ... 12, 530 6, 230 6, 300 .4 49.7
Delaware. . ..o ceaeen 2,920 1,900 1,020 .1 65.1
Florida. .. 73.470 64, 190 9, 280 2.5 87.4

1 Data exclude employees outside continental limits of the United States and those on basis of $1 per
month or year or without compensation. :

1 Includes Maritime Commission, National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, The Panama Canal,
and the emergency war agencies.

8 Data for individusal States were rounded to the nearest 10, and therefore the totals for all areas do not
agree exactly with those shown in table 1. . .

¢ The Washington mctrogglitan area includes certain adjacent sections in Maryland and Virginia as des-
fgnated by the Bureau of the Census.
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ExaisiT VId.—Estimated employment in executive branch of U. 8. Government, by
war and other agencies and by States June 30, 19441—Continued

Number of employees State War agen-
total as cies a8
State percent percent
cles ? agencies areas total
Georgla 70, 710 55, 760 14,950 2.4 7%.9
TdANO . o e e —————— 9, 780 5, 910 3,870 .3 60. 4
1llinois. . . 128, 550 75, 100 53, 450 4.4 58.4
indiana. .. 37,630 ' - 12,900 1.3 65.7
JIowa. cu-._- 17,490 6, 720 10,770 .8 38.4
Kansas 3, 290 24, 280 10,010 1.1 70.8
Kentucky 20, 840 16, 150 13, 690 1.0 54.1
Louisiana 41, 690 . 31,510 10, 080 1.4 75.8
Maine & 29, 740 25, 050 4,690 L0 84.2
Maryland . _ .o 53, 560 39, 220 14, 340 1.8 73.2
Massachusetts.... ..o oo eeaaas 114,170 93,730 20, 440 3.9 82.1
Michigan. ae oo e 63, 200 4, 200 19, 090 1.8 64.2
Minnesots. .. oo cme———a 18, 820 4,710 14,110 .7 25.0
% BTCTIEC] 1 o) o) U 26, 660 19, 650 7,110 .9 73.3
J% B1:L0011 | o S 50, 730 29,110 21,620 1.7 67.4
00017 1T 8,320 3,030 6, 290 .3 36.5
Nebraskf. .o .o ceccccmccccccecccecc—aa- 27, 650 20, 020 7,630 1.0 72. 4
Nevadf . . oo cceecccmem e 6, 050 . 8,740 2, 310 .2 61.8
New Hampshire_______ .. ___..._.._ 3, 960 1,860 1 .1 47.0
New Jersey e oceemeccccccccacacccanccanen 83, 240 69, 810 13,430 2.9 83.9
New Mexico..oa..... pemenmcemememe————— 15, 840 10, 230 5, 610 .6 64.6
New YOrK. ..o ceeememae 297, 420 211; 880 85, 540 10.2 71.2
North Caroling....._ . o moee 45, 440 28, 780 16, 660 1.6 63.3
North Dakota. .. oo caeeee 5, 050 600 4,450 .2 12.0
10) 1) 11 USSR 111, 620 83, 410 28, 210 3.8 74.7
Oklahoma. . ..o eaeeee 44, 850 34,810 10, 040 1.5 7.6
OregoN. . e eenaas 18, 730 10,110 8,620 .6 54.0
Pennsylvania. ... ... 196, 910 158, 050 38, 860 6.7 80.3
RhodeIsland.__ . ... . ... 26, 540 |. 23, 280 2, 260 .9 91.2
South Carolina. ... ... 51, 180 45,120 6, 060 1.8 88.2
South Dakotl. ..o eaaaee 10, 240 5,130 5,110 .4 50.1
Tennesses. . ..o cce e ccceccccem—m 41,190 21, 250 19, 940 1.4 51.6
XA . e e 144, 910 116, 280 29, 630 5.0 79.6
Utah . e mcemen 35, 740 31, 060 4,680 1.2 86.9
Vermont. . ..o oo ceeeeeemmee 2, 800 460 2,340 .1 16.3
Virginia. e aeee. 109,170 95, 180 13,990 3.8 87.2
Washington._ ... .- 93, 230 78, 060 15, 170 3.2 83.7
West Virginia s 3,490 6,470 .3 35.0
21, 280 8, 250 13,030 .7 38.8
i 5, 200 2,270 2,930 2 43.7
7,130 1,510 5,620 3 21.2

! Data exclude employees outside continental limits of the United States and those on basis of $1 per
month or year without compensation.

! Includes Maritime Commission, National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, The Panama Canal,
and the emergency war agencies.

$ Porstmouth (N. H.) navy yard included with State of Maine because its physical location, with the
exception of headquarters office, is in that State.

§ Covers employees in travel status and not assigned to any particular station.

Examir VIe.—Total paid civilian employment in the ezecutive branch of the
Federal Government, January 1939 to May 1945, inclusive

Month 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1045
January_.._.___.... 865, 608 930,206 | 1,153,431 | 1,703,000 | 2,864,021 | 2,820,034 2, 288, 900
February._._._.... 875, 653 939,396 | 1,173,152 | 1,805,186 | 2,944,022 | 2,827,843 2,918, 927
March..._.._...._. 19, 057 949,418 | 1,202,348 | 1,026,074 | 2,978,824 | 2,837, 562 2,920, 410
April_________ ... 885, 076 959,872 | 1,251,283 | 1,970,960 | 3,005,812 | 2,853,471 2, 914, 691
May ... 003, 754 980,801 | 1,306,333 | 2,086,873 | 3,030,650 | 3,866,401 2,892,077
June.__.__________. 926,416 | 1,014,117 | 1,370,110 | 2,208,970 | 13,002,453 | 2,018, 287 2,915,472
July. ... 924,865 | 1,026,572 | 1,301,680 | 2,327,932 | 2,071,716 | 2,041,200 |_________._.
August__________._. 934,832 | 1,039,996 | 1,444,985 | 2,450,750 | 2,837,647 | 2,908,567 |._______.__.
September..._____. 940,133 | 1,050,084 | 1,487,025 | 2,540,474 | 2,805,619 | 2,881,220 | ___.__ ...
October__.......... 936,562 | 1,601,931 | 1,511,682 | 2,687,003 | 2,797,513 | 2,578,270 |.__._ .. ...
November....__._.. 935,250 | 1,114,068 | 1,545,131 | 2,730,815 | 2,822,727 | 2,876,004 |____. ... __
December.......... 1988,009 | 11.184,344 | 1,620,022 | 2,810,871 | 2,811,812 | 2,859,737 | .. . _.

! Reports prior to Junse 1443 included all employees whose names appeared on the roils during the last
Pay period of the month. Beginning June 1943, the number of employecs in active-duty status ls%eporﬁed.
Persons on terminal leave and extended leave without pay are excluded. Data beginning June 1943 are for
the 48 States and the District of Columbia only. Seasonal postal employees hirecf

[ for the Christmas
are included in December 1939 and 1940, but excluded in 1841 and later years. rush
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Exnmisrr VIf. MEMoraANDUM ON CoveErageE or MARITIME EMPLOYEES UNDER
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE Laws

There were two reasons for the initial failure to extend the protection of unem-
ployment insurance to maritime workers: I'irst, when the 8Social Sccurity Act
was adopted in 1985, the Congress followed the recommendations of the (‘om-
mittee on Economic Security in its report to the President and transmitted by
him to the Congress on January 17, 1935, that the States be assigned primary
responsibility for the creation and administration of unemployment insurance
svstems.!  The recommendation of the Committee on Economic Security that
there be imposed ‘‘a uniform pay-roll tax against which credits shall be allowed
to industries in States that shall have passed unemployment-compensation laws’ !
was adopted.

But it was assumed apparently by both the Congress and the State legislatures
that, under the doctrine enunciated by the Supreme Court in the Jensen ? case,
the imposition of a tax on maritime employment would violate article II1, section
2, of the Constitution. Title IX ‘of the gocial Security Act, the Federal legal
structure on which the States were expected to build unemployment compensa-
tion systems, therefore excluded from taxable employment ‘‘service performed
as an officer or member of the crew of a vessel on the navigable waters of the
United States,’”’ 3 and most of the States followed the congressional lead. Those
States which did not copy the Social Security Act language apparently did not
do so because they regarded the result as in any event the same.

_ But there was another reason for the exceptional treatment given the maritime
industry. The Committee on Economic Security recommended an exception to
the rule of State administration of unemployment insurance:

*“We are opposed to exclusions of any specified industries from the Federal act,
but favor the establishment of a separate nationally administered system of unem-
ployment compensation for railroad employees and maritime workers.”’ ¢

The economic security bill as originally introduced in the House 8 would have
levied a tax on maritime employers, as on other employers engaged in industry and
commerce; and since it was assumed that the States would be unable, consti-
tutionally, to levy a tax on such employers, the bill presumably contemplated a
Federal system. In the Social Security Act as finally adopted, however, maritime
employment was excluded entirely and the records imply that no consideration was
given to the creation of a national system. Maritime workers were excluded from
the old-age insurance system created by titles II and VIII of the Social Security
Act because of anticipated administrative difficulties.* Presumably, there was no
discussion of a national unemployment insurance system for the maritime industry
for the same reason. Thus, the failure to provide benefits for maritime workers in
the initial stages of unemployment compensation history was based on both legal
and administrative reasons.

Railroads were originally taxed under title IX of the Social Security Act and
all the States except Alabama and Wisconsin covered railroad workers in the
scope of their unemployment compensation acts.” In 1938, however, Congress
exercised its prerogative to deal with matters affecting interstate commerce to the
exclusion of the States by passing the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act,?
by the terms of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act there were removed
from the coverage of State unemployment compensation systems railroads, cer-
tain related employers, and their employees. Such removal was effective with
respect to unemployment on and after July 1, 1939. Judging by the failure of
the hearings on the railroad unemployment insurance bill * to mention maritime
employment, no consideration was given to including the maritime industry
along with railroade in the Federal system.

1 Economic Security Act, hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives,
74th Cong., 1st sess., on H. R. 4120, p. 21.

2 Southern Pacific Co. v. Jensen (244 U. 8. 205).

3 8ec. 907 (c) (3). Public, No. 271, 74th Cong.

¢« Economic Becurity Act, hearings, ut supra, p. 33.

tH. K. 4120, 74th Cong., 18t sess

¢ See report of the Bocial Security Board on propnsed changes in the Social Security Act, in Social S8ecurity
hearings relative to the Bocial Security Act amendments of 1939, before the Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Kepresentsatives, 76Lh (‘ong., 1st sess.. . 7. .

7 S8ee Analysis of State Unemployment Compensation Laws, December 1937, Social Security Board
Fublication No. 13.

! Public. No. 722, 75th (Cong., a[l)proved June 25, 1938. )

? See Railroad Unemployment Insurance Bystem, hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, 76th Cong., 3d sess., on H. R. 10127; and
Unemployment Insurance 8ystem for Employees Engaged in Interstate éommerce, hearings before the
Committee on Interstate Commerce, U. 8. Senate, 75th Cong., 3d sess., on 8. 3772,
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In its recommendations of January 1939, the Social Security Board urged the
creation of a Federal maritime unemployment insurance system on the ground
that it was constitutionall im]oaossible to extend the jurisdiction of the HState
systems into the maritime field.!

Further, in a report published by the Bocial Sccurity Board in April 1939, the con-
clusion was stated that—

“Conditions of employment in deep-sea shipping in foreign, coastwice, and
intercoastal trades render it difficult for State unemployment compensation sys-
{ems to extend coverage to such employment. Service in these tracdes is performed
on the high seas and on the territorial waters of foreign countries and on waters
adjacent to several States. Individuals engaged in such service frequently have
no established residence and may become unemployed in any port during the
voyage.'' 11

Exuisir Vig

Under S. 1274, temporary reconversion unemployment benefits would be paid
to individuals who had been employed in handling, drying, packing, processing,
freezing, grading, storing, or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier
for transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity. This
provision would extend unemployment compensation protection to about 300,000
workers now excluded from the program.

Agricultural processing employment was covered by social security until 1939.
Prior to that time, the Social Security Act excluded agricultural labor without
defining it in the law. The definition adopted by regulation by the Social Security
Board, the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and the State unemployment compensa~
tion agencies did not regard processing as agricultural labor. The 1939 amend-
ments, however, wrote into the social security tax law a broad definition of
agricultural labor under which the processing of agricultural commodities was
excluded. About two-thirds of the States amended their definitions to agree
with the new Federal definition. Thirty-five States now exclude these workers
in one way or another.

The Social Security Board has never believed that unemployment compensation
coverage of these workers presented especial problems of administrative feasibility
nor have they represented special problems in those States which have continued
to cover them under their State laws.

Agricultural processing is carried on under essentially industrial conditions.
The operation of an automatic machine for %a.cking raisins is no more agricultural
than employment in a canning factory. he considerations of administrative
difficulty which led to the exclusion of agricultural labor from the social-security
grogram are not applicable to processing employment. The Social Security

oard has been recommending to the States that they extend coverage to agricul-
tural processing workers without waiting until they feel prepared to cover agricul-
tural employment generally.

ExnisiT Vih _
(Source: Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board, August 11, 1945)

COVERAGE OF DOMESTIC SERVICE

‘ The 1935 Social Security Act, in its definition of ‘“employment,” excluded

‘domestic service in a private home.” The 1939 amendments added exclusion
of domestic service in a ““local college club, or local chapter of a college fraternity
or sorority.” Employment Security Memorandum No. 13 did not follow the
Federal act in excluding them. However, 35 States did adopt the further exemp-
tion, with variations, and 1 State automatically exempts them through reference
to the Security Act. .

. New York is the only State covering domestic service in private homes. By.
its definition of ‘“‘employer,” the statute extends coverage to persons employing
fouf or more emPloyees for at least 15 days in a calendar year, and the definition
of “employment’ does not exclude domestic service.

Bsat_a cin the New York experience are available only for the years 1939 to
, inclusive:

:‘: Hearings relative to the Social Security Act amendments of 1939, ut supra, p. 12.
d Constance A. Kiehel, the Maritime Industry and Unemployment Compensation, Research and Statis-
¢8 Memorandum No. 1, Social S8ecurity Board.



L 2 2

’." L .;J ' "\ “'i"" .

106 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
New York: Average monthly employment, amount of tazable wages, coniributions,
and benefits paid in the domestic service indusiry, by year, 198943
[Data reported by State agency)
I

. Benefits paid
Ave h Taxabl Contrib
, mont axable ontribu-
Year employ. | Total wages wages tions Percent of
ment ~ Amount | contribu-
. tions
1980, e meccceaean 22, 533 $30,473,000 | $30, 473, 000 $931,076 'O I PO
1040 .- 24, 253 32,718,002 32, 152, 496 868, 117 $662. 056 76.3
1941 e 24,116 32, 383, 624 31, 845, 203 859, 821 636, 286 74.0
1942 o eieece—aae 20, 896 28, 207, 651 27, 759, 500 749, 507 733, 039 97.8
1043 . e cecacaa. 16, 957 24,130,127 23, 706, 109 640, 065 181, 454 28.3
[

1 Data not available.

Average monthly employment ranged between 17,000 and 25,000; taxable
wages between $24,000,000 and $33,000,000; contributions, between $650,000
and $940,000; benefit payments between $200,000 and $750,000; and the ratio
of benefits to contributions was high; lowest, 28.3 percent; and highest, 97.8 per-
cent. The number of reporting establishments been between 3,000 and
3,500. The high ratio of benefit payments to contributions is ample evidence of
the need of domestic-service workers for the protection of unemployment com-
pensation. The 1942 benefit payments represent 52,769 compensated weeks of
unemployment. In 1940 over 10 percent of experienced domestic workers in
the United States were reported in the census as unemployed and seeking work.

Probably in no State other than New York would a coverage of four or more
bring under the act so many domestic workers in private homes. Possibly
California, and a few of the larger cities, have a considerable number of private
homes with a retinue of domestic workers. However, in the 22 States covering
8 or more workers, the 2 States covering employers of 6 or more, and even the 8
States covering employers of 4 or more, a comparatively small number of workers
would be affected by deletion of the exclusion of service in private homes. The
deletion of the exemption of college clubs, fraternities, and sororities might give
protection to a considerable number.

The 1940 census reported 2.1 million workers employed in domestic service
in private families. Probably a very large percentage of these workers is em-
ployed in families employing only one such worker. Again, a large number are
part-time or casual workers. This is precisely the greatest difficulty in covering
domestic service—that the employing units are small and scattered, and the
collection of reports and contributions would be difficult and expensive. , It has
always been assumed that making reports of wages, including payments in kind,
would be too difficult for housewives, but they seem to have done very well in
mastering the mathematics of point rationing. However, a stamp system has
been considered the most feasible method of collection, for the small units em-
ploying domestic workers—as for small farm units. Any States which might
pioneer in covering these workers, and experiment with methods of collecting
contributions, and paying benefits to them, would perform a useful service by
pointing the way to the coverage of these workers throughout the country.

The 1940 census contains the following distribution by States of domestic
workers in private families, including both those employed, and those who were
experienced workers seeking work:

United States_.______ 2, 327,159| Georgia_ ... _.____._.___ 110, 874

Idabo. . _ .. 4, 065

Alabama._.__ . _______.____ 75,061 | Illinois_ . _ __ _ . _________ 104, 264
Arizona._ _________________ 6,821 |Indiana. ... _________ 41, 837
Arkansas_ _ - o ocooeoooeoo- 32,239 |Iowa. ... 32, 655
California_ - oo oo ___ 96,886 | Kansas_____ o ocaoo___. 22, 808
Colorado._ . .. _.______.__ 12,991} Kentueky _ .. _____._.__.___ 42, 720
Connecticut. - . .. ____ 29, 844 | Louisiana_ _ _ . __________ 70, 711
Delaware_ . ________._-_._ 8,935| Maine_ - ______________.___ 15, 569
District of Columbia______._ 28,295| Maryland_ _ . _____________ 45, 262
Florida_ . ..o __.-___.. 72, 662 | Massachusetts_ ... ____..__ 62, 096
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Michigan_ . ________ 66, 502 | Oregon._ ... ___________. 13, 164
Minnesota_ - - _________ 38, 749 | Pennsylvania___.____._____ 146, 810
Mississippi- - - - _____ 52,419 | Rhode Island. .. _________._ 8,771
MiSSOUT - o c e e e 58, 783 | South Carolina____________ 55, 795
Montana. . - o — oo ___ 4,627 | South Dakota________.____._ 6, 670
Nebraska_________________ 16, 349 | Tennessee._ ... . .- _____ © 68,711
Nevad@._ .- __ao___ 866 | Texas___ .. __________ 154, 999
New Hampshire. . . . ______ 8 770\ Utah _ . __ .- _._. 3, 077
New Jersey - oo e oo 67,842 Vermont. - - - ..o -.._ 7, 923
New Mexico__ . __________. 6, 364 | Virginia_________________. 65, 509
New York________________ 252, 437 | Washington_ _ . ___________ 19, 320
North Carolina_ __ .. ______ 82,613 | West Virginia_.___________ 23, 812
North Dakota_ ___________ 7,723 | Wisconsin. . ______________ 39, 612
(0110 J 99, 064 | Wyoming_ . . .. ___._______ 2, 186
Oklahoma_ . _ . ______._._ 33, 097

ExaIBIT VITIa. DIsQUALIFICATIONS UNDER STATE LAws

There is no place in the unemployment compensation program for imposing-
disqualifications for refusal of suitable work, voluntary leaving, and discharge for
misconduct solely for punitive purposes. Disqualifications properly should pre-
vent the payment of benefits for voluntary unemployment but never completely
bar payrhents to eligible individuals who are involuntarily unemployed, able,
willing, and available for work. Unemployment compensation should not be
payable for periods of voluntary unemployment, but neither should it act to in-
troduce rigidities in the system or hinder the free mobhility of labor, especially in
this period. Disqualifications might well be limited to a suspension of benefits
for the weeks, up to four or five, which immediately follow the act for which the
individual is disqualified. Such suspensions are sufficient to deter workers from
voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar the compensation of voluntary un-
cmployment. Cancellations or reductions in benefit rights, on the other hand,
nullify the duration provisions and prevent the compensation of involuntary un-
employment. By so doing they withdraw insurance protection from both busi-
ness and workers and curtail the usefulness of unemployment compensation, par-
ticularly for the kind of economic period that is ahead.

Disqualifications under the State laws are imposed when a worker quits his job
voluntarily without good cause, when he is discharged for misconduct connected
with his work, when he is engaged directly in a labor dispute, or when he refuses
to accept suitable work. Amendments to many State laws, however, have shifted
the emphasis from paying benefits to workers unemployed through no fault of their
own to paying benefits only when the employer is responsible for their unemploy-
ment. Emphasis has also shifted from postponing benefits for a certain number of
weeks following the workers’ disqualifying acts to penalizing workers by canceling
their benefit rights. Finally, a whole host of special causes of disqualifications
have been written into State statutes. It is necessary that the basic principles
be restored. Good cause for voluntarily leaving a job should not be limited to
causes attributable to the employer but should include good personal causes. As
long as the unemployment is involuntary and the worker is available for work,
good personal or family reasons for quitting a job, such as the fact that the con-
ditions are such as to undermine his health, are as valid as reasons attributable to
em&loyers.

orkers should be disqualified for benefits merely by suspension of their rights
for a reasonable period following a disqualifying act. In January 1938, eight
State laws contained disqualifications which canceled part or all benefit rights,
and the remaining States contained disqualifications which resulted only in post~
ponement of benefit rights. The reasoning behind postponement of benefits was
that the claimant should not be entitled to benefits during any period when his
unemployment was directly due to a disqualifying act. After that period, his
unemployment would be due not to his disqualifying act but to labor-market
conditions, and it would therefore be compensable. Such suspensions are sufficient
to deter workers from voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar compensation
for voluntary unemployment. By 1944, however, 19 additional States had in-
cluded disqualifications which cance} part or all of a worker’s benefit rights.

76876—45——8
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TaBLE 1.—Changes tn State laws on major disqualifications from unemployment
compensation benefits, 1938, 1940, 1944

Number of State laws reducing or
canceling benefit rights for 3 major
reasons

Disqualifying act

January January January
1938 1940 1944

-

Total State laws with 1 or more types of disqualifications...____.__.. 8 14 7
Voluntary leaving without good cause._ _ oot aean 5 10 2
Discharge for misconduct. .o ceeeeecaa 6 12 20
Refusal of suitable WorkK. . _ oot eeecee—ean 6 9 21

Under this philosophy a worker who has committed a disqualifying act is not
only deprived of benefits for the period following his act but is further penalized by
losing some or all of his benefit rights. If he should become unemployed in the
future he may find that, though otherwise eligible for benefits, he has little or no
benefit rights on which to draw. Such disqualifications may nullify duration
provisions; they are particularly serious in the reconversion period, since cancella-
tion of benefit rights for current disqualifying acts will result in curtailment of
benefit rights later when workers are unemployed through' no fault of their own.
Such curtailment seriously limits the usefulness of unemployment compensation,
particularly for the period as the one we are facing.

The seriousness of this situation is shown by some figures on the extent of dis-
%%aliﬁcations. During 1943, for example, 28 percent of new claims allowed in

lorado were disqualified because of voluntary leaving, discharge for miscon-
duct, and refusal of suitable work. The disqualifications in the Colorado law
provide that any worker disqualified for any of these reasons shall have his benefit
rights reduced by 3 to as much as 15 weeks; yet duration of benefits under the
Colorado law is equal to only one-third of the individual’s base-year wages or 16
weeks, whichever is less. If disqualifications of 15 weeks were imposed under this
law, the benefits would be payable for only 1 week. This is not an isolated ex-
ample. Georgia disqualified 11.6 percent of its allowed new claims in 1943 and
provides a mandatory reduction of 2 to 8 weeks for voluntary leaving and refusal
of suitable work and of 3 to 10 weeks for discharge for misconduct. isqualifica-
tion for a single act thus/cut down Georgia’s 16 weeks’ uniform duration of benefits
to as few as 6 weeks.

TABLE 2.—Percentage of new claims disqualified in specified States for
3 188ues, 1943

Percent of allowed new claims disqualified,
1943, because of—

State
Discharge | Refusals of
All 3issues ! V;)e]au;:i;am for mis- | suitable
g conduct work

Californis . _ e eevm————— 13.0 2.6 0.2 10.2
Colorado. e e ———— 28.4 13.9 1.1 8.4
GeOTEIB o e ————— 211.6 8.9 2.7 O]
MaiDe. et em—————————————- 7.3 3.2 1.3 2.8
B 0727071 o) o) U 17.0 ® @) ®)
Nebraska . _ . e cmmmce——————— 7.4 5.1 .7 1.6
New YorK . cceeeeeeeea—————aa 9.9 2.9 .2 6.8
Washington. . ... ... 37.3 ® ® @
WYOmMNNE. - oo e e m—e—————- 18.8 11.6 1.4 58

t Includes disqualifications for other issues. ]
2 Includes only disqualifications for voluntary leaving and discharge for misconduct.
3 Data not available.

Special causes of disqualifications, such as disqualifications of women who
Jeave to marry, or because of pregnancy, which have been written into many
State statutes should be removed and such cases-handled by administrative
action which appraises the circumstances surrounding the individual case In
order to determine whether the individual is involuntarily unemployed and avail-
able for work. The removal of such disqualifications from the statutes eliminates
the inequitable treatment that now exists and restores the function of compen-
sating for bona fide unemployment.



Exnisitr VIIb.—Summary of principal disqualifications for benefite !

Voluntary leaving Discharge for misconduct Refusal of suitable work
Btate Weeks di Weeks dls- Weeks g Labor dispute
eeks dis- eeks eeks dis-
qualified Benefits reduced ‘qualified Benefits reduced qualified Benefits reduced

Alabama. e ccaeeaas Mandatory, equal...._. Alle ... Mandatory, equal._... During progress.
NI T i o ) .3 7 X TSI R B 65 1 3 1 B B e T 85+ 3 71X : S PO All,
Arizona. . oo eieccanean Mandatory, equal__._.|..... s [+ ) (RN During stoppage.
‘C“;lfi?nsai’}{ """""""""""""""""""" ptodi o[ During

s Y-V B ¢ 5+ 7/ Y PR DU L 0) B8 1 R B R LR pPtodd | eaimaaeaes progress.
Colorado. «cceveoeacan-- Mandatory, equal..... 3tol6 ... Mandatory, equal.__.. During stoppage.
1(%o{mecticut ........................ 3(1'1 .................................... D

ClAWATe. - - oo AN AN e A e e e urmg stoppage.
District of Columbia _ . ..o .oo ] 3. ececc]acmccmmmmceccmmeaeaa | Y B0 e K SRR PRSI During progress.
Florida. - oo | Upto 128 i | UPtO 128 oo Uptobo ___.. Optionalupto3...... Do.

GeOTEiB . —eoe e cceecaeanees Mandatory, 3t0o10..._| 2to8...._..... Mandatory, 2to 8._... Durlng stoppage.
120X £ PR B3 7 3 AU PR Rsppupel ' s It PRI PESEETRRTERRRTTTINEELSEE 8 71 N B Do.
1Y SR I | SR (PRI anirn Y'Y | REEPREESEY PO SRR EEEER TR SR 1tob.......... Mandatory, equal..._. During progress.
11T oY 7 P URIORIUN - 5 7 I AUUUSURRN IRy I 3 1 I PEREPORPRSS PPPTSTTEP TETTESTEREEEITE £ 71 SR (R P During stoppage.
Indiana. .. oo Mandatory, ......... R Mandatory, 6. ........ Do.
002 T Mandatory,equal..... N | DR F Deo.
Kansas. .- - ooooeeeomceeceeaeee UP OO e UPp o9 e Upto9. oo cieeaae Do.
Kentueky ..oooonomecaanans Mandatory, equal.._... 1tol167__.___. Mandatory, equal..... During progress.
Louisians - - - oeeecececeeeeeee ] UP OB o o fecaciciamimeeeeeee | Up OB e Uptob. e caceaannes 3.
MaIne. ..o cacceeacaaan Mandatory, equal._. .. 1tos......... Mandatory, equal..._. During stoppage.
Maryland .o 10O e 0 e 1809 e Do.

achusetts. ... oooooeoo| Al A e Upto4...__.__ Optional, equal _...... Do.
1\1\;II;ch1gar:£l .............................................. 3tob. ... Mandatory, equal_.... b Do.

T MR I ) 7 3 ASRA AN B 7 Jy SRR FES R B b L] EEE L e LR e e R uring progress.
MissiSSIPPE - cemccceaccaaccamaas Uptol2...... Up to 12 During stoppage.
Mnssour,i) ....................... U{J tod.______ Upto8 Dg. P
Montan8. «comeeeeaccacccceaee ltoS10 ______. 1to99____ .. Do.
Nebraska......ccooceaccoommuns Uptob._ ... Uptob Do.

Nevada o oooooooiocooacen- Uptols..__.. |65 701 1. SN PR Upto16. e eaa During progress.
11:} ew JHampshire ................ éﬂl L S K S Mandatory, equal. ... .| 3o oo During stoppage.
L L A (. e e B B R i bttt ] B O RA PR bbbl P Do.
New Mexfco. ..o ..o oeoaens 1to13......... 1to13.... Mandatory, equal..... 1to13...___._. Mandatory, equal..__. Do.
A LS T — 7y M— Mandatory, eata i [ 73 v p— Miandatory, 6qual. o o page
0 arolina___________._.... 012 __...... 012, .._.._. andatory, equal..._. 012 ___..__. andatory, equal..... During sto .
North Dakota .. .cocooccaaea-- Upto7....... UP (17439 11 R Upto 7. femmoeececcaaan (_l ________ ﬁ'ﬁ. P
Ohio. - oo caaanaen () 3. ... Mandatory, 6.......-. N ) T DU During progress.
Oklaboms._ .. ... ccoeenenn b oI . ) P B bRt EEE TR T TP EL P T O R T PR Lt During stoppage.
(0) 2013 F (C) IR () SN P S (L D P During progress.
) L

Footnotes at end of table.
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Exaisrr VIIb.—Summary of principal disqualifications for benefits '—Continued

Voluntary leaving Discharge for misconduot Refusal of suitable work
State ) Labor dispute
vg“mnmg‘l; Benefits reduced vz%f{fng&" Benefits reduced vga‘;‘ffn%" Benefits reduced

Ivanis................... I\ | I | IR ISR 1Y) SOUUTR R 4
RhodeIsland..._......._ .. ... . Sl F 10010, .. e 1to8._.___.. -..| Optional, equal...._.. 8.
South Carolloa...............__ ltobV____ ... Optional, equal..._... 1tol6v ... Optional, equal. ... ... 1toB17_ _______|..... do_. .. ... .. Dauring progress.
South Dakota .._.......___..... () JOR I ¢ ) S O Y L) N F Cancellation._._...._.. During stoppege.
Tennessee. .. .......ccececoceeo. 1008, ) eieacaas | 870 S ) 70N T 4.0
T OXAS . - e 2to 160 ___ Mandatory, equal__._. 3tol60_ ___.__ Mandatory, equal... . 2to8M_______. Mandatory, equal__._. During stoppage.
Utah. .. L0 7 N T F SN ) 871 1 S B 180 8. e fececccceec - Do.
¥mlrginlont """""""""""" { ttgg """""" Mandatory, equ al___. } Y o "Mandatory, equal.....| 1t0 6..........| Mandatory, equa ... B o.

| YRR D U 7 ¥ - S andatory,equal...__| 1to®. ......._. andatory, equal..._. 1to b6 ......_. andatory, equal...__ o.
Washi L+ J RN Uptod . e Uptod. ... ..) ... q ________ UP 1703 S [N Do.
West Virginla. ... _______ |6 .. .._..._..__ Mandatory, 6%_______| 6. . ... ... Mandatory, 6_______ S Mandatory, equal »___ Do.
Wisoonsin............_...__._. L SO B L) T I TS ) J 8’) .................................... During progress
Wyoming. . ... ... Uptos....... andatory, equal..... UPtO b e e ptob._..... Mandatory, equal..__. During stoppage

! Unless otherwise noted, the number of weeks of disqualification shown in this table
are consecutive weeks following the week the disqualifying act occurred. As used in
the table ‘‘Cancollation’” means that all benefit rights acquired prior to the disqualify-
ing act are canceled; ‘“All"”” means that the disqualification is for the duration of unem-
pl&yment due to or following the particular act; in the columns on benefit reduction

‘Mandatory” indicates a mandatory reduction to be applied in every case; “Optional”
indicates that the reduction is optional with the State agency, and “equal” indicates
that the reduction must be in an amount equal to the weekly benefit amount multiplied
by the number of weeks of dlsguallﬂcatlon; in the column on labor dispute “During
progress’’ means that the individual is disqualified if his unemployment is due to a dis-
Pute in active progress and *During stoppage’ indicates that the disqualification is
imited to unemployment due to a stoppage of work because of a labor dispute in active

pro

1 geneﬂt rights based on employment individual left barred.

! And until individual earns wages equal to 20 times his weekly benefit amount.

¢ For successive disqualifications up to 8 weeks.

§ And disquaslification to continue until individual earns wages equal to 10 times his
weekly benefit amount.

§ Does not apgly if individual (a) left work for better employment at which he worked
12 or more weeks; (b) while temPorarily laid off he worked temporarily with another
em(rloyer who knew of his intention to return to his regular work and he did so return:
and (c) if he quit work solely and necessarily to care for an ill or injured member of his
immediate family, and he offered his services to his former employer upon their recovery.

1 Actually the usual waiting period of 1 week of unemployment is extended to 3 to 17
weeks of unemployment.

§ Or during progress of dispute, whichever is shorter.

? No waliting period required.

1 Following the waiting period.

I Until individual again earns wages equal to §2 more than his weekly benefit amount.

12 Following week of leaving or return to labor market.

13 Or during progress of dispute, whichever is shorter.

1 Individual disqualified for full period of unemployment next ensuing after he left
work without just cause and until he has earned in employment wages equal to not less
than 4 times the weekly benefit amount.

18 Actually the usual waiting period of 2 weeks is lengthened to 5§ weeks, which must
be weeks of unemployment.

18 Individual disqualified for week of leaving work, discharge for misconduct, or refusal
to seek or acoept suitable work, and for all subsequent weeks until he has earned $50 or
more in bona fide employment in 2 separate weeks. .

1 Weeks of unemployment in which individual is otherwise eligible.

18 Actually 1 to 8 (2-week) benefit periods—1 to 4 in case of refusal of suitable work—
which must follow the flling of a claim and the waiting period.

1 Such number of weeks (but not less than 1) as agency determines.

® Deductions recredited if individual returns to covered employment in his benefit

year.
1 And such additional period as any offer of suitable work continues omh

1 Individual disqualified for week of refusal and until he has again employed
within at least 4 weeks and has earned wages equaling at least 4 times his weekly benefit
amount.

Source: Social Security Board.

(14
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Exuiir VIIe.—Distribution of States and 7 employed covered workers (lﬂfj_)’
for 8 magjor disqualification issues and itions under which workers are dis-
qualified for voluntary leaving, December 31, 1944, and June 80, 1946

December 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Issue and type of disqualification Num- Covered workers Num- Covered workers
ber of ber of
Btates | Number (Percent| S!3'%8{ Numbher [Percent
. Thousands Thousands
A. Type of disqualification:

Voluntary leaving. ... .. .oeoo.._.... 51 20,838.9 | 100.0 51 29,838.9 100.0
Postponement of benefits.......... )} 20, 267. 7 67.9 M 23,262. 4 78.0
Reduction or cancellation of bene- ™

fitrights?. .. . . ... 20 9,571.2 32.1 17 6,576.5 2.0

Discharge for misconduet..__.____..__. 3 50 727, 120.1} 391.0 51 29,\838. 9 100.0
Postponement of benefits_.__...... 29 17,196.9 57.7 32 20, 886, 2 70.0
Reduction or cancellation of bene-

fitrights¥. . ___ .. ... 21 9,032.2. 33.3 19 8,9527 1" 30.0

Refusal of suitable work........_._._._ 51| 29,838.9| 100.0 51| 20,838.9 100.0
Postponement of benefits.___..__.. 29 19,6710 66.9 30 20,304.3 68.0
Reduction or cancellation of bene-

rightss ... 22 10, 167.9 4.1 21 9,534.6 320
Total number of States which B -
reduce or cancel benefit rights
for 1 or more of 3 major issues._. 23 13,682.9 45.9 26 12,703. 4 42.6
B. Voluntary leaving—conditions under
which ualified:

Y V'] < ) D 451 29,838.9 | 100.0 451 29,838.9 100.0
Without good cause_ ._.._.....____ 431 18,519.9 62.1 £33 21,104.8 70.8
Without good cause attributable

to the employer___.____________. 12 6,041.8 20. 2 512 6,041.8 2.2
Without good cause connected
with work . _ . ... 8 5,277.2 17.7 6 2,692.3 9.0

! Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semlmonthlg etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

1 States which reduce benefit rights also postpone payment of benefits.

! All States except Pennsylvania.

¢ Includes Pennsylvania—if left work voluntarily without good cause, unless his union rights would be
infringed upon if worker remained.

$ Includes Iowa and Wisconsin in which 1945 amendments, although retaining this condition, modify its
severity by adding exceptions to its operation.

ExaIBIT VIIIa.—Ml_GBATmN DuriNG THE WAR PERIOD

Production of matériel needed to successfully prosecute the war required
expansions in the labor force in most of our important industrial centers that could
not be met'by the existing local labor supply. To meet these war needs, a migra-
tion to war centers of unprecedented proportions took place in the past 4 years.

. According to the Bureau of Census estimates recently released, about 15,000,000
civilians changed their county residence since Pearl Harbor. Moreover, since
there was a movement of people into and out of the same area and since both of
these changes are included in the above figure, estimates of net changes in county
population—i. e., the differénce between in-migration and out-migration in the
same area—will necessarily be smaller. The War Manpower Commission’s
estimate of net intercounty civilian migration indicates a net movement of 6.7
million persons between April 1, 1940, and November 1, 1943. For the same
reasons, the amrount of net interstate civilian migration is still smaller. According
to the Bureau of Census estimates this figure amounted to 3.4 million persons
between April 1, 1940, and November 1, 1943.

As would be expected, those States in which substantial industrial production
or other activities related to the war effort were located are the ones where in-
migration has been the heaviest. Thus, the net migration of civilians into the
State of California amounted to 1,369,000 and is at least four times as great as
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that into any other State and accounts for 40 percent of the total net civilian inter-
state migration. However, substantial net civilian in-migration has also shown
for such States as Michigan and Ohio—the net in-migration into each of these
States was well over 200,000. In other States, although the number of persons
migrating into them was smaller, when considered in the light of their actual

pulation show important relative population gains. Thus, the net civilian
In-migration to the State of Oregon was about 140,000 but this represents about
13 percent of the 1940 population of this State. Similarly, in the State of Nevada
net in-migration during this period may have been only about 27,000 but this
represents almost 25 percent of the State’s 1940 population. The State of Arizona
experienced a net in-migration of about 77,000, which is 15 percent of its 1940
population.

f the States where out-migration occurred during thie period, Oklahoma
shows the greatest out-migration in number of persong—over 300,600, which
related to its 1940 population represents a loss of 13 percent. Substantial relative
losses of civilian population were also shown for such States as North Dakota
(— 16 percent), South Dakota (— 14 percent), Arkansas (—12 percent), Kentucky
(—9 g;aroent), and North Carolina (—7.4 percent). Althoughb in relative terms
New York State shows a net out-migration of only 1.6 percent of ite 1940 civilian
pog‘ulation, in actual numbers this represents over 200,060 persons.

he War Manpower Commission estimates of net intercounty migration
reveal population shifts that would not be shown by estimates of net interstate
migration. This study shows that in addition to important shifts in civilian
population between the States there were notable changes in the distribution
of the population within a number of the States between April 1940 and Novem-
ber 1943. Thus, while there was little change in the total population for the
State of Texas during this period, there was a highly significant shift in the dis-
tribution of the population within the State as the result of civilian migration—
one group of counties lost one-half million in population while another group

ained almost the same amount. Other States with important internal changes
in population begause of civilian migration are shown in the tabulation below.

Changes in county
population Net inter-
State state migra-
tion !
Losses QGains
I 32 €] ¢ N 421, 200 219, 600 —201, 600
MichigaN e e ecemc—ccm—————— 128, 100 414,800 4286, 700
0 ) 1 [ TN 166, 900 404, 900 4238, 000
Pennsylvania. ... e icceeaemcc—————- 361, 700 256, 500 4105, 200
VNI . e e m———- 170, 900 334, 700 4163, 800
Louisiang __ .. O e e e m—— e ————— 134, 300 117,700 —186, 600

1 In-migration indicated by (4) and out-migration by (-).

The study of intercounty migration clearly reveals that the population shift
has been from rural areas to areas which were urbap centersin 1940. Thus, of the
total net intercounty migration of 6.7 million, almost 40 percent, or 3.9 million,
of the out-migration occurred from counties with urban population of less than 25
percent in 1940. These counties accounted for only slightly more than 20 percent
of the total population of the country in 1940. On the other hand, almost 60
percent of the in-migration was into counties which in 1940 contained 75 percent
or more urban population. In the tabulation below are listed some of the counties
that experienced the greatest net gains in civilian population through migration:

Net civilian in-migration Apr. 1, 1940, to Nov. 1, 1943

County:
Los Angeles, Calif . _ __ __ e eceecceeeeea- 506, 000
Wayne, Mich. . ..o ceecee—————em 231, 000
Ala.mecia, Calif - o e e e m 136, 000
San Diego, Calif. e 134, 000
Cook, Il . e ccmcmcmcm—m—————em 124, 00C
Contra Costa, Calif__ ___ _ o ____ 123, 000
Norfolk, Va . oo e 122, 0600
Philadelphia, Pa._ . e 122, 000
King, Wash _ _ _ e~ 115, 000

Multnomab, Oreg. - - - - - oo oo eeeeeeem e - 114,000
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In each of these counties the war-expanding industries were the direct cause for
such in-migration, In Los Angeles, for example, there was a tremendous expan-
gion in the aireraft and shipbuilding activities. The in-migration to San Diego
reflects the location of large aircraft factories and Government facilities in this
area. Wayne County, Mich., in which Detroit is located, was one of our most
important production centers for ordnance and aircraft. Similar enumerations of
important war activities can be made for the other counties on the list.

The tabulation below presents some of the counties from which there was out~
migration during the tvar period.

Net civilian out-migration, Apr. 1, 1940, to Nov. 1, 1943

County:
New York City, N. Y- eecaccaeeaea 284, 000
Luzerne, Pa_ . _ e mc——————— 62, 000
Lackawanna, Pa.___ e 56, 000
Schuylkill, Pa_ _ _ __ e 30, 000
Seminole, Okla _ _ . e 24, 000
Forsyth, N. C______ Il 18, 000
St. Louis, Minn_ e 17, 000
Washington, Pa._ - - - . e ee 16, 000
Harlan, Ky - o o oo oo e e e m 16, 000
Fayette, Pa_ . o e cecmcmc——————— 16, 000

The out-migration from New York City reflects the fact that this city is more
important as a trade and commerce center than as a manufacturing area. Because
the New York City labor supply situation was not as short as in other areas, large
numbers of workers were recruited from this city for the Manhattan district
projects in Washington and Tennessee, for the Kaiser shipyvards on the west coast,
and for important war production areas in New Jersey and Connecticut. It is
significant to note that the five Pennsylvania counties listed as areas of out-
migration are all coal-mining areas. These counties were severely depressed prior
to the vx:ax('l and their economic conditions did not improve substantially during the
war period.

In many of the war-expanded areas the in-migration when measured in actual
numbers appears small, but when considered in relation to the 1940 population of
these areas it is substantial. The list below includes a number of such areas.
They are areas from which out-migration may now be expected. The usual
peacetime activities in these areas will not be able to absorb the additional workers
that were brought in to work on war production. Such out-migration has already
occurred in Elkton, Md., where a large bag and shell-loading facility was shut
down a short time ago. Peacetime job opportunities in this community are ex-
tremely limited.

Area War activity
Detroit, Mich____ ___ o e____ Aircraft and ordnance.
Beaumont, Tex_____ __ . Shipbuilding.
Dallas, Tex_ _ e Aircraft.
Portland, Maine_____ - __ o _____ Shipbuilding.
Newport, R. I______ . Naval ordnance.
Evansville, Ind__.___________________________ Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Wichita, Kans_ . It Aircraft.
Radford-Pulaski, Va_________________________ Bag and shell loading.
Baltimore, Md_ ____ _______ o ____. Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Macon, Ga. _ _ __ e Ordnance.
Mobile, Ala__ . __ e Shipbuilding.
Pascagoula, Miss_ - _ - _ .. Do.
Portland, Oreg_ . __ .. Do.
Seattle, Wash______________TTTTTTTTTTTTT Aircraft and shipbuilding.
San Diego, Calif__._________ o __. Aircraft.
Los Angeles, Calif_ __________________________ Aircraft and shipbuilding.
8an Francisco, Calif . _ _ ______________________ Shipbuilding.

The above listing is, however, not complete but rather an indication of the
Inigration patterns which will develop.

Bource: War Manpower Commission, Reports and Analysis Service, Aug. 22, 1945.
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Exmnrr VIIIb
{March 23, 1944, Population—8pecial Reports, serics P44, No. 4)

Mar SHowWING CnaNGES IN CivILIAN PoPULATION oF THE UNITED STATES, BY
CounTiEs: APRIL 1, 1940, To NOoVEMBER 1, 1943

The accompanying map showing, by counties, the increase or decrease in civilian
ulation between April 1, 1940, and I\'ovemfaer 1, 1943, was released today by
irector J. C. Capt of the Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce.
This map presents in graphic form the changes indicated by the estimates of
civilian population (based on registrations for War Ration Book 4) which wern
published in release No. 3 of series P—44.

Because inductions into the armed forces had exceeded natural increase (the
excess of births over deaths) plus net immigration, the total civilian population
of the United States was smaller by 3.1 percent on November 1, 1943, than on
April 1, 1940. This decrease, however, has not by any means been evenly dis-
tributed over the country. As a result partly of civilian migration to centers of
war activity and partly of inductions into the armed forces, 2,620 counties; or
more than 84 percent of the whole number in the United States, have decreased
in civilian population since the 1940 census; and all but 156 of these counties
have decreased more than the 3.1 percent which represents the national average.
On the other hand, there were 469 counties which increased in civilian population,
including 152 in which the increase amounted to 15 percent or more, these being,
for the most part, counties containing important centers of war activity.

The distribution of counties in accordance with the extent of increase or de-
crease and the estimated civilian population in each group of counties for both
1943 and 1940 are shown in the table below.

Estimated clvillan popu-
A d o Number of lation (':Jhtmgel aob-
res and percent change ween

Nov.1,1943 | Apr. 1, 1840
United States_ . ________ ... ___. ... ... 18,080 | 127,307,884 | 131,329, 104 —4,021,220
Counties showing increase ... ______.___....._... 469 49, 398, 831 44, 540, 946 -+4, 8567, 885
150 percentormore _... . _______ o oeo.... 152 11,491,797 8, 788, 048 +2, 703, 749
Otol49percent .. . ... ... 317 37,907,034 35, 7562, 898 +2,154,138
Counties showing decrease . ____.__....____. Cemm—en 2,620 77, 909, 053 86, 788, 168 —8, 879, 105
01to3.1percent_____.______ . _____ ... 156 16, 014, 433 16,309, 184 —204, 761
¥2tol49percent . . ... 1,286 46, 709, 291 51, 394, 947 —4, 685, 656
15.0 percent OF MOTe. .. ..o oeaee. 1,178 15, 185, 329 10, 084, 027 -3, 808, 698

! Includes, in addition to the actual counties, the District of Columbis, Yellowstone National Park, ahd
most of the independent cities—a few of these last having been combined with adjoining or surrounding
ocounties.

Exgisir VIiie

PREWAR PROVIEBION FOR ADVANCE OF FARES BY EMPLOYMENT EXCHANGE SERVICE
IN GREAT BRITAIN

Increasing the geograrhical mobility of workers by advance of fares was pro-
vided for in the Labor Exchanges Act of 1909. Under this act, the Board of
Trade (now the Minister of Labour) may make regulations (subject to the¢ ap-
proval of the Trcasury) authorizing advances by way of a loan towards mee*ing
the expenses of workers travelling to places where work has been found for them
by a labor exchange.

Nature of the advance

When the Exchanges were first established it was provided (S. & R. C. 1910)
that an applicant who was found employment by an Exchange at a place more
than five miles distant from the Exchange or from his home might be given
assistance to enable him to proceed to the place of employment. This assistance,
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w'ch was subject to repayment and was granted on the application of the
«nployer or the worker, was limaited to the amount necemary to cover the cost
of 1he fare 10 the place of employmeat. It took the form of a warrant or voucher
fcr presentation to the transporting agency, which subssquenty claimed the
mntdummﬁmmlumMWM&Qminbux
«f labour. in ewosptional circumstances the advance was made in cash.

snttea acknowledgmant of receipt was obtaned from the worker in every case.

Workers cisgnbie
COriginally the t of this asri-tance was confined 10 perwone ohtaining em~
vy ment through the Empiovioent bachanges, but it was later extended to
~ver men exghteen yveare and over who obtained rm!ﬂopmem for them-
wives, independentdy «f tho.ﬁap)o_amt Factange machinery, in a district
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oy N aver @9 e [ epartmrat tnit I8 mt came arrangrmeats Lad W be inade
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Fund has been prescribed by the Payment of Travelling Expenses Regulations
(S. & R. 0. 1936), as one-half of the amount (if any) by which the grant or advance
exceeds 4s. This payment out of the Fund may be made whether employment,
has, or has not, been found for the claimant at the place to which he is traveling,
If employment is found for him, and either he fails without reasonable cause to
accept it, or he leaves the employment within seven days of taking it up, the sum
paid out of the Fund may be recovered from him, or deducted from any benefit
to which he is subsequently entitled. The questions (a) whether the insured
person had reasonable excuse, and (b) whether recovery should be made by deduc-
tion from benefit, are considered when that person makes a claim for benefit.
The questions are determined in the same way as any other question arising in
connection with a claim for benefit.

References: 1. Acts of Parliament, Statutory Regulations and Orders. 2.
*Guide to Unemployment Insurance Acts,” H. C. Emmerson and E. C. P.
Lascelles (Longmans, Green and Co. 1939), pp. 193-195. 3. ‘“Employment
Exchange Service of Great Britain,”” by T. S. Chegwidden and G. Myrddin
Evans (Industrial Relations Counsellors, 1934), pp. 120-122,

(Prepared by Program Division, Burcau of Employment Security, Social
Security Board.)

ExHiBiT I1Xa

ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATEs oF THE BENEFIT CosTs PAYABLE BY THE FEDERAL
GovERNMENT UNDER S. 1274 ! aANnDp H. R, 37361

Illustrative estimates of the benefit costs that would be payable by the Federal

Government under the provisions of S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 have been prepared
under the following assumptions:

I. PERIOD COVERED

For the purpose of these calculations, it was assumed that the legislation would
be effective starting October 1, 1945, and lasting through June 30, 1947. Since
H. R. 3736 would not go into effect in all States until there were 600,000 compens-
able claims in a calendar week, this assumes that such a claim load will be reached
by the first week of October 1945. With respect to groups that would be newly
covered under the mandatory or voluntary sections of the bills, it was assumed
that all necessary information on past earnings would be available for establish-
ing benefit rights by October 1, 1945,

I1. LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS
A. Present Siale laws

Benefit costs under present State laws were based on the latest provisions of
State laws, including all amendments enacted by June 30, 1945.

B. Provisions of proposed bills

Both S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 have two types of provisions—one, mandatory
and the other, depending upon voluntary action by the individual States.
1. Mandatory provisions.—(a) Weekly benefit amount:

(1) S. 1274—The Federal Government would finance the cost of raising
the maximum weekly benefit amount, exclusive of any dependents’ allow-
ances, to $25 in States where the maximum, exclusive of dependents’ allow-
ances, is less than $25. This is accomplished by raising the ceiling now

rovided in State unemployment compensation laws to a $25 maximum and
Eeeping the same general relationship between benefits and weekly wages as
provided in the State laws. )

(2) H. R. 3736—The Federal Government would finance the cost of rais-
ing the maximum weekly benefit amount, inclusive of any dependents:
allowances, to $25 in States where the maximum, inclusive of dependents
allowances, is less than $25.

2. Voluntary provisions.— -
(a) Weekly benefit amount.

S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 both permit raising the weekly benefit amount up

to two-thirds of weekly wages, with a maximum of $25. However, no allow-

179th Cong., 1st sess. 8. 1274 {is identical with H. R. 3801. Wherever reference is made to 8. 1274 itis
also applicable to H. R. 3891.
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ance for this provision has been made in the cost estimates, since it is impos-

sible to determine in advance how the individual State unemployment com-

pensation agencies might interpret this provision in relation to their laws.
(b) Coverage of new groups.

Both bills provide for Federal payment of benefits to all groups now
excluded from coverage by State laws, if States agree. Thus, while cover-
age of agricultural processing workers is mandatory under 8. 1274, it is
dependent upon voluntary State action under H. R. 3736. It has been
assumed, for these estimates, that. all States would agree to coverage of
employees of small and seasonal firms, and coverage of domestic servants,
employees of nonprofit organizations, all agricultural workers, ete. The
only excluded group remaining would be the self-employed. The estimates
presented in column VIII of attached tables 1 and 2, therefore, represent
hypothetical costs which would be payable by the Federal Government only
in the unlikely event that the States acted to cover all these groups.

\ III. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Three different assumptions were made regarding future economic conditions.
These are not predictions, but they do include, within their range, most of the
predictions which have been made by responsible organizations for the immediate
future. The economic assumptions are expressed in the following patterns of
the volume of unemployment for the next 2 years: ‘

Unemployment (in millions)

Assumption 3
June Decem- June Decem- |- June
1945 ber 1945 1946 ber 1946 1947

1. Low unemployment. .. ... ... ... ...
2. Intermediate unemployment. . ... ... ..__....
3. High unemployment. . _ . .o aceaae.

s
Ll ol
Neo
S Oven
R
nhOvin
S o
(=X}

These ﬁ%_ures represent the volumes of unemployment at particular moments
of time. he numbers of different individuals unemployed during the period
woulld bg larger than the figures set forth, because of turn-over among the un-
employed.

Under these general assumptions, S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 might entail additional
Federal benefit expenditures as shown in attached tables 1 and 2.
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TasLE 1.—Eslimated benefit costs payable by Federal Government under S. 1274,
selected unemployment assumptions,! Oct. 1, 1945-June 30, 1947 b Jor

(In millions]

Benefits payable by Federal Government 9

To civilian workers. N
‘ Required under 8. 1274 |  Voluntary |
Be- Pras-' New groups
enty Total | Addi-
Period ggfe' °3V‘L°r¥.d re- | tional | Total
by |ers, ex- Em- quired | pay- [includ-
Btates |tension ploy- and | ments |ing vet.
Other | volun- | to vet- | erans?
of dura-|Federal Agrical{ Total eesof | .o tary, | erans?
tait‘x’g r::gi tural | re- sg%ll ian em-| exclud-
increase time eg;io:g quired | oo0 my{ ing vgt-
in em- | oo k. sonal eran
maxi- | ploy- ers firms
mum ees
weekly
benefit
amount
@ (In I av) 42 VD | (VID | (VIID) | (AX) X) XD

1. Low miemployment assumption

October 1945 to

June 1046__._.____| $700.0 | $150.0 | $115.0 $0.2 | $265.2 | $55.0 ] $70.0 | $300.2 | $55.0 | $445.2
July 1946 to June

1947 ... 1,000.0 | 290.0 100.0 .4 390.4 85.0 105.0 | b580.4 95.0 875.4

Total........ 1,700.0 440: 0] 215.0 .6 655.8 140.0 176.0 | 970.6 | 150.0 | 1,120.6

2. Intermediate unemployment assumption

October 1945 to

June 1946_________| $900.0 | $235.0 | $150.0 $0.3 | $385.3 | $75.0] $90.0 | $550.3 | $65.0 | $615.3
July 1946 to June
147 . 1,250.0 | 400.0 120.0 .5 520.5 105.0 130.0 | 755.5 140.0 895.6
Total___.__._. 2,150.0 | 635.0 270.0 .8 905.8 180.0 | 220.0 |1, 305.8 205.0 | 1,510.8
3. High unemployment assumption .
October 1945, to
June 1046 ________ 1,100.0 350.9 170.0 0.4 520.4 95.0 115.0 730.4 75.0 805. 4
July 1946 to June
1047 . __ 1,500.0 525.0 140.0 .6 665.6 130.0 160.0 955.6 180.0 | 1,135.6
Total_______. £,600.0 | 875.0 310.0 1.0 |1,186.0 | 225.0 275.0 11,686.0 | 255.0 | 1,941.0

1 See accompanying text for assumptions.

? Excludes benefits payable to unemployed veterans under present provisions of GI bill

$ Estimates of the of the voluntary sections of 8. 1274 are based on the assumption that all States
extend coverage to all but the self-employed; no allowance made for provision permitting raising of weekly
benefit amount to 34 of weekly wages.

¢ Sktatae ‘t%(.l local employees, domestic servants, employees of nonprofit organizations, other agricultural
workers, e .

-
-
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TasLE 2.—Esiimated benefit costs payabdle by Federal Government under H. R. 3736
for selected unemployment assumptions! Oct. 1, 1945, to June 30, 1947

{In millions]
Benefits payable by Federal Government
Required under H. R. 3736| voluntary under H. R.
Pres-
esnt;gd New
cove groups
B:negf: workers
Period . (= e Total
. m-
States | grten- ‘ ployees Amﬂ' Other |and vol-
sion of Total jofsmall | - 0. | civilian | untary
duration| Federal [required| and |P g em-
and ini;] and.- seasonal | L o o [Ployees
maxi- time
mum em-
weekly | ployees
benefit
amount
o ‘ an {amn aw) 4% (VD (VID | (VIID | (IX)
1. Low unemployment assumption
October 1945to June 1946....] $700.0 | $125.0 | $110.0| $235.0 $65.0 $0.2 $65.0 $355. 2
July, 1946 to June 1947_ .. _._. 1,000.0 260.0 95.0 355.0 86.0 .4 100.0 540.4
Totalemeeeeeeeceeeee 1,700.0 | 385.0 205.o| 590.0 | 140.0 6 mao' 805.6
2. Intermediate unemployment assumption
ha—
October 1045 to June 1946.___| $000.0 | $210.0 | $145.0| $355.0| $75.0 $0.3| $00.0] $520.3
July 1946 to June 1947____.._ 1, 2560.0 360.0 115.0 475.0 105.0 b 130.0 710. 56
Total.aee e . 2, 160. 0 570.0 260.0 830.0 180.0 .8 220.0 1,230.8
3. High unemployment assumption
October 1945 to June 1046....1$1,100.0 | $320.0 ] $165.0 ] $485.0 $05.0 $0.4 ] $115.0 $695.4
July 1946 to June 1947...._..| 1, 500.0 480.0 140.0 620.0 130.0 .8 160.0 910.6
Total... ..o mnann 2,600.0 800.0 . 305.0 | 1:105.0 225.0 1.0 275.0 | 1,608.0

! See accompan text for assumptions. )
1 Estimates of the cost of the voluntary sections of H. R. 3736 are based on the assumption that all States
extend coverage to all but the self-employed; no allowance made for provision permitting raising of weekly
benefit amount to 3$ of weekly wages.
- ; S(taus B:ld local employees, domestic servants, employees of nonprofit organizations, other agricultural
ers, ete.
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ExaisitT IXb.—Funds available tn Stale unemployment compensation trust funds as .
of June 30, 1946

Total, all States. $6, 684, 715, 336 | Missouri______.__.___ 153, 601, 516
Montana_.__________ 17, 431, 768
Alabama____________ 65, 809, 330 | Nebraska____________ 25, 225, 118
Alaska______.______.._ 7,691,537 | Nevada_ ________.____ 9, 737, 464
Arizona____________. 18, 456, 691 | New Hampshire______ 21, 223, 602
Arkansas____._____._ 28, 129, 756 | New Jersey._______.___ 434, 925, 313
California_ . ___.______ 697, 379, 992 | New Mexico________._ 9, 461, 173
Colorado__.________. 33, 059, 858 | New York__________._ ' 954, 665, 990
Connecticut_ .. ______ 170, 158, 447 | North Carolina_ _ ____ 100, 611, 333
Delaware_______.____._ 14, 408, 249 | No1th Dakota__ _____ 4,911 490
District of Columbia. _ 42, 682,630 (Ohio_.______________ 462, 101, 508
Florida___.____.___._ 53, 875, 650 | Oklahoma._ . ________._ 46, 003, 048
Georgia_ ____________ 76, 309, 502 | Oregon____________._._ 69, 413, 151
Hawaii._______.____._ 17, 163, 997 | Pennsylvania_ _______ 598, 190, 169
Idabo..__________.__. 13, 999, 065 | Rhode Island._______._ : 70, 270, 620
Ilinois_. . ___ ... __.___ 501, 888, 282 | South Carolina_______ 36, 977, 961
Indiana___________.._ 178, 316, 210 | South Dakota____.___ 6, 215, 365
Towa_ .. 59, 117,040 | Tennessee_ __________ 80, 275, 644
Kansas__.____.._._.. 51,992,653 | Texas_____________.. 148, 739, 640
Kentucky. .. _....__. 83,752,981 |Utah_ ______________ 24, 498, 810
Louisiana_ _ . ____.___. 74, 880, 966 | Vermont_ ___________ 11, 975, 465
Maine____._..._.___. 34, 928, 822 | Virginia__ ________._._ 62, 258, 129
Maryland___________ 122, 780, 740 | Washington_ ________ 142, 662, 533
Massachusetts. . _.__. 212, 906, 461 | West Virginia________ 67, 358, 158
Michigan___________._ 275, 830, 612 | Wisconsin_ . _______._ 173, 342, 241
Minnesota_______.._._.._ 85, 427,406 | Wyoming_ . _ ____.____ 7, 628, 254
Mississippi. - - . ... _._ 24, 062, 996

Source : Program Division, Bureau of Employment SBecurity, Soclal Security Board.

Exn1BIT IXcC
War MaNPOWER COMMISSION
BUREAU OF PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
LABOR MARKET PLANNING DIVISION

FOREIGN LABOR MARKET STUDIES UNIT
May 8, 1943.

Transit Amps To WAR WORKERS IN GREAT BRITAIN, GERMANY, AND Russia

In Europe all government transit aids to facilitate compulsory transfer to
essential work under a war program furnish the worker transportation to new jobs
and require the new employer to pay wages at the beginning of the travel period.
In Great Britain and Germany the employment service handles the administration
of transportation payments; in Russia the personnel office in each government
- establishment is charged with this task.

In Great Britain the Government finances transfer to the new job and return
to the old job. In Russia the Government, in its capacity of employer, assumes
the same responsibility. In Germany the employment service advances the trans-
portation to the worker, but the employer, who is frequently but not always the
Government, is required to reimburse the employment service and finance the
return of the worker to the old job. Partial financing of daily commuting fares
has been introduced in Great Britain to permit workers to transfer to remote
establishments which do not have readily accessible housing facilities while main-
taining their original homes. Government provision for periodic visits home and
emergency visits in the case of sickness have also been introduced in Great Britain
to maintain the morale of workers who are separated from their families, by war-
time congestion. In addition to transportation a per diem allowance is granted in
Russia; a special allowance for food during the journey is provided in Germany.
Both Russia and Great Britain provide the transferred worker with special financial
aid to establish himself in the new area. In Great Britain this allowance is a
fiat “‘settling in’’ grant of 34s 6d ($8.75). In Russia a more liberal allowance now
amounts to 3 or 4 months’ wages, depending upon the remoteness of the region.
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Financial aids given to families of transferred workers to facilitate moving into
the new area depends upon the availability of housing facilities in the new place
of employment and the degree of permanence contemplated. In Russia where
the problem has been primarily one of relocating factories and permanent resettle-
ment, liberal inducements were given to the families of transferred workers to
move and settle within the area within a reasonably short period of time. In
Great Britain, however, such financial aid is conditioned upon the availability
of adequate housing facilities. Moreover, recognition of the temporary character
of many family moves has resulted in the payment of a continued liability allow-
ance which provides the worker with special financial aids for meeting long-term
liabilities connected with maintenance of his original home. In Germany, where
dialect barriers have constituted an additional problem, families of transferred
workers have not been encouraged to move to the new area. The separation
allowance granted dependents of the transferred worker is designed to compensate
for the extra expenses of maintaining two homes.

GREAT BRITAIN

From the outbreak of the war until the spring of 1940 Great Britain relied
upon voluntary methods and indirect compulsion to effect the transference of
workers to essential industries. In May 1940, when nation-wide shortages of
skilled workers became acute, legislation was introduced to authorize compulsory
transferrence of workers by the employment exchange. This power was not
widely used until March 1941. .

Coverage

Prior to June 1940, workers (for the most part in shipbuilding and machinery
manufacturing industries and in dock transport) who transferred to essential
employment were eligible for financial aids under special agreements between
trade unions, employers and, in some instances, the employment service. Since
June 1940 all workers who transferred to essential work through the employment
service have been eligible for transit aids provided such workers were not already
receiving comparable financial aids under special agreements.

Transit aids for worker

Travel for beyond daily commuting distance.—The local employment office
provides workers transferring to essential work ‘“beyond daily commuting dis-
tance’’ (as defined by the employment service) with a government travel voucher
which entitles them to transportation to the new area of employment. At first
the employer was required to finance the employee’s return to his old job. Now
the local employment office in the new area is responsible for furnishing the worker
with transportation to the area in which his original job was located if such area
is beyond daily commuting distance.

Travel for daily commuting.—Generally, the cost of daily commutation is not
provided by the local employment office. Collective agreements in many indus-
trics, such as machinery manufacturing, munitions, shipbuilding, and electrical
contracting, provide for employer payment of the full, or part payment above a
fixed minimum of daily commuting fares.

Recently, however, the Government has provided for part payment above a
fixed minimum of daily commuting fares in tase establishments are isolated or
without readily accessible housing facilities. For instance, the Ministry of Supply
furnishes commutation expenses in excess of 3s. a week to remotely located Royal
Ordnance factories.

Travel for periodic visits home.— The terms of collective agreements provide for
periodic visits home for workers covered by such agreements. The employment
service furnishes transportation to permit workers not covered by such agree-
Ients to visit their families twice.a year.

Travel for emergency visils.— When a worker becomes sick the local employment
office may provide his wife or other relative with transportation to visit him,
provide him with transportation to return home, or pay the fare of a traveling
companion if necessary. A worker called home for serious domestic emergency
may also be provided with transportation to return to his job.

Traveling time allowance.—Under union agreements in certain industries (i. e.
machinery manufacturing, shipbuilding, electrical contracting) the new employer
Iust pay the worker his regular wage while traveling to and from the new job
beyond a specified mileage.

The local employment office in the new area of employment provides workers
not covered by such agreements with a traveling time allowance for transfers to

LS
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jobs beyond daily commuting distance. Such allowance is a flat sum rate of
6s. (3s. for & worker under 16) for travel of 4 hours, or less than 10s. (7s. for a
worker under 16) for travel of more than 4 hours.

Lodging allowance.—Under collective ments in certain industries (i. e.
shipbuilding, machinery manufacturing, building) employers provide -lodging
allowances or housing facilities to transferred workers. In some instances cash
payments by the employer merely supplement the lodging allowance granted
by the employment service.

Transferred workers who do not receive lodging allowances under collective
agreements are granted such allowances by the local employment office. Un-
aarr(ii%d workers without dependents are entitled to a flat “settling in grant’’ of

s. 6d.

Temporary loan.—A worker who cannot maintain himself for the first week in a
new area may borrow funds up to £1 from the local employment office which
must be repaid out of his first week’s wages.

Transit atds for dependents

Travel.—The employment service also provides transportation for the depend-
ents of a worker who desire to join him permanently in the new area of employ-
ment.

Lodging allowance.—A married worker or single worker with dependents is
entitled to receive a lodging allowance up to a maximum of 24s. 6d. per week as
long as he maintains a household in the old area.

gominuing liability allowance.—A worker joined by his family may be granted
a government continuing liability allowance to meet the costs of rent, mortgage,
interest, and storage of furniture in the old area. :

Moving expenses.—The local employment office provides for the removal of
household effects and may grant a maximum of £2 to cover incidental moving
expenses. To be eligible for this aid the worker must be currently receiving a
lodging allowance, and his family must be moving into an area where housing
facilities are available.

GERMANY

Financial aids to facilitate transfer to essential employment were introduced
in Germany simultaneously with the compulsory transfer decree of June 1938.
Workers transferred from nonessential to essential employment in other localities
were entitled to financial aids to facilitate their transit and to maintain their
families in separate households.

Coverage .
At first only workers subject to outright conscription were eligible for such
allowances. owever, when curtailment of nonessential industries and ‘‘comb-

ing out’’ of all types of plants became widespread after 1940, workers affected by
these measures were also included.

Transit aids for worker

Travel.—During the period of limited conscription, prior to February 1939, the
cost of the initial journey of transferred workers to the new job was paid by the
employment service and the return journey was financed by the employer to
whom the worker transferred. Since 1939 workers have been conscripted for
indefinite periods and the employer, who is usually the Government, has been
required to furnish transportation to the new job. In case of transfer for a

limited period the employer is required to furnish the return fare to the old job. -

Lodging and food a nce.—Minimum lodging and food allowances for trans-
ferred workers are prescribed by the Government-controlled system of wage rates
and individual plant regulations. These rates vary by industry, region, and

lant. An allowance to cover travel to the new job is advanced to the worker
gy the employment service and th& amount of such advance is reimbursed by the
employer.

%aieling time allowance.—The transferred worker receives his regular wage
from the new employer while traveling to the new job, regardless of whether he is
transferred for a limited or an unlimited period of time. In event of transfer for
a limited period the worker receives traveling time during the return trip to the
old area.

Transit aids for dependents
Separation allowance.—Agreements between labor trustees and emloloyers pro-
vide for the payment of separation allowances, in addition to regular wages to

ke O
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compensate workers required by the location of their job to be absent from home
during 11 or more hours in each 24-hour period. .

The employment service provides a transferred worker with dependents with
a weekly-separation allowance up to a maximum of 19 marks to compensate for
the extra expense of maintaining two homes. The income of the worker’s de-
pendents, any separation allowance received under wage regulations, and the
amount by which the wages in the new job exceeded the wages on the old job,
are deducted from this amount. However, no deduction is made if the increase
in wages is the result of increased productivity instead of a higher wage rate.

RUSSIA

In the USSR Government provision for -transit aids to workers transferring
from one locality or region to another antedated the present war. These aids
were initiated in 1927 and were primarily designed to facilitate rapid industrial-
ization of the country.

Corerage

Since 1931, the system of financial aids granted to transferred workers has
remained practically unaltered. As long as the transfer is authorized by the
Government in its capacity as employer, workers are entitled to financial aids.
Workers transferring at their own request are eligible for financial aids only by
special agreement.

Originally the payment of transit aids for dependents was baséd upon the
transfer of the worker’s family to the new area within a year from the date of the
worker’s transfer. Since October 1940 pavment of transit aids have been condi-
tioned upon transfer within 6 months from such date.

All expenses involved in the transfer of a worker are borne by the establish-
ment to which the worker is transferred. Workers are required to repay advanced
allowances in case of failure to report to the new establishment within a reasonable
period of time without good cause, quitting without good cause before the expira-
tion of the contract, or discharge for misconduct. . If the worker shows cause
for his failure to report for duty at the new place of employment he must repay
the amount advanced to him less the traveling expenses already incurred. On
arrival at the new place of employment, the management is under obligation to
provide the worker with adequate housing accommodations.

Transit aids for worker

Travel.—All workers transferring at the request of the Government receive a
third-class fare on railroads, a second-class fare on waterways, or, if neither;is
available, the cost of any other available means of transportation. Where
travel consumes more than 24 hours, the transferred worker may be furnished
with a second-class fare.

Per diem allowance.—During the period of travel the worker is entitled to
receive a per diem allowance amounting to one-thirtieth of the monthly wage at
the new place of employment or 2.5 rubles a day, whichever is the greater, up to
8 maximum of 10 rubles. In calculating this allowance the day of departure and
the day of arrival are counted as 1 day.

Traveling time allowance.—In addition to this allowance the worker receives

wages during the period of travel plus wages for additional days.
. Lodging allowance.—The worker receives a lodging allowance to facilitate moving
Into the new area. Originally this allowance amounted to 1 month’s wages on the
new job. Since October 1940, depending upon the remoteness of the region, the
lodging allowance amounts to 3 or 4 months’ wages.

Transit aids for dependents

Travel. —The Government provides transportation in the same form as that
furnished the worker for the members of the worker’s immediate family, defined
as husband or wife, children, and parents of the worker, supported by him and
residing in his househald. '

. Lodging allowance.—Each dependent who moves to the new area receives lodg-
:\Dg lfxllowa.nce amounting to one-fourth of the lodging paid to the transferred

Of 'er.

Moving expenses—The Government finances the moving of household goods of
the transferred worker and his family to the new area. The worker is allowed
"J?IR poum)is (240 kilograms) and each member of the family, 176 pounds (80

ograms).

76876—45——9
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(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. m., the committee recessed to 2:30 p. m,,
of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 2: 30 p. m.)

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Is Mr. Scully in the room ¢

Come around, Mr. Scully. You are our next witness.

STATEMENT OF HON. CORNELIUS SCULLY, MAYOR OF PITTSBURGH

The CaarMAN. Mr. Scully, I believe you are the mayor of Pitts-
buifh’ are you not ¢ ,
r. ScuLLY. Yes, sir.

The CrammMaN. We are very glad to have you here.

Mr. ScuLvry. I shall not trespass upon your patience and your good
nature very long, Mr. Chairman. —

T am here under somewhat of a misapprehension. I thought the
person who asked me to come was asking me to come before the other
committee. I am prepared on that subject. However, I have a few
ideas on this subject which may be of interest to you and which I will
be glad to communicate to you.

I feel, gentlemen, that these people whom this bill is designed to
help are casualties of the war, in an economic sense. I take 1t to be
the duty of the Federal Government, which conducted this war, hap-
pily so successfully, to take care of all the casualties of any kind to
the best of its ability, just as it is taking care of my nephew and my
son and others who have suffered in this war.

I take it that we in Pittsburgh are better off than a great many of
the citizens of the country because our heavy industries have not been
called upon to get the great accessions of labor from other parts of
the country to the same degree as, for instance, California, Washing-
ton, and Oregon, or points in the South.

I feel that we are going to be able very largely to take up our slack
in time. I feel that the possibilities are very grave, that immediately
we are going to have a rather acute situation. The dislocations are
really there. For instance, for example, take an engineering firm I
have in mind, on the river. It went into the making of LST boats,
and expanded its personnel to eleven or twelve thousand from about
2,500. They are now shut down Bractically entirely. The replace-
ment of those people presents a problem. A great many of them came
from Ohio, West I%irginia, Maryland, and other parts of the country,
including many from western Pennsylvania. How many will stay
and ask us to give them jobs, I can’t tell you.

Senator BARkLEY. Let me ask you, will there be any resumption of
activity on the part of this company which you mention in the line
which they followed prior to the war1

Mr. ScoLry. Yes; I feel that is OOmiIllﬁ. How fast they will get into
that is a question, and how hard it will be on the people to readjust
themselves is also a question.

I do feel that you g,ntlemen approached this thing in the hearing
this morning, from the questions I heard you gentlemen put, in a
sympathetic manner. Most of your questions were addressed to the
practical side of implementing your legislation.
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Now, I don’t think I need to say very much more, except that my
community, and the people I represent feel that this burden is upon
the Federal Government. They are relying on you to help out and
finish the job that you have done so well up to this time. You won a
war. You have done a great job. We feel that this unem{)loyment
and this acute situation will be over in a year, and we will then be
fairly readjusted to the situation, but in an acute situation as this,
we think it should be taken care of by you in the manner which,
apparently you have started out in this legislation to do.

We trust very sincerely that you will.

The CaarMAN. Thank you, Mr. Scully.

Is Mr. Green here?

(No response.)

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Popper, how long will your statement take?

Mr. Popper. I would say approximately 15 or 20 minutes.

The CrAIRMAN. We will hear then from Mr. Popper, and call Mr.
Green when he comes in.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN POPPER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD

Mr. Porper. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee——

Senator BarkLeY. Mr. Popper, you appear in place of Mr. Kenny ¢

Mr. Popper. Yes; on his Eehalf and for the National Lawyers
Guild. T am the executive secretary of the organization.

The bill provides for the payment of supplemental benefits out of
Federal funds to workers now covered under State unemployment
compensation laws so that every eligible unemployed worker will be
entitled to 26 weeks of benefits in amounts determined by State for-
mulas, except that persons with wage credits in excess of those required
tv entitle them to the maximum under a State law in which the maxi-
mum is less than $25, shall be paid up to a maximum of $25 based upon
an “appropriate extension” o? the method used by the State in deter-
nining the amount of benefits. It also provides for payment out of
Federal funds of unemployment compensation to Fets)eral and mari-
time workers in the same amounts District of Columbia unemployed
workers are entitled to receive under this bill and for unemployment
compensation to agricultural processing workers in amounts other
workers from the same State are entitled to under the bill. These
provisions may at the option of the State be administered by the State
u qemploggent compensation agency by entering into an agreement
with the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion to that effect.

In the event that the State fails to enter into such agreement, or
having entered into such agreement, fails to make such payments, the
Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion is required to make
such pa ments on behalf of the United States.

In addition to the foregoing mandatory supplemental benefits, in
States which have agreed to administer the payment of these benefits,
supplemental payments out of Federal funds may also be made, at
the option of the State, to any or all workers not now covered under
the State law and benefit amounts may be liberalized up to two-thirds
of wages but not to exceed $25.

Should a State not agree to such coverage and liberalization, the

ederal Government may not put such provisions into effect.
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The bill also provides for the payment of transportation of war
workers to places to which they are referred to employment by the
United States Employment Service, including transportati